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CURRENT TOPICS. 
‘Ty 18 IN PRINCIPLE objectionable, and not a little dangerous, 
to agglomerate a great amount of work, which could well be 





performed by professional people outside, within public depart- 
ments” (Lord Herscwett, on the second reading of the Land 
| Transfer Bill, April, 1893). ‘I have never joined, and never 
| will join, in the idle cry against solicitors for the charges they 
make. They do their duty with great care and success” (Lord 
Hatsnury, on the third reading of the Land Transfer Bill, 
June, 1889). We have great pleasure in presenting, in words 
expressing the convictions of the introducers of successive Land 
Transfer Bills, the case of the opponents of those measures. 





Tue orDER for transfer of seventy actions to Mr. Justice 
Romer for the purpose only of hearing or of trial was signed on 
the 29th of April, and will be found in another column. At the 
same time we are able to add a list of the transferred actions 
placed in the order in which they will be heard. Jt is announced 
that the parties to these actions must hold themselves in readi- 
ness for trial as soon as the remaining actions before Mr. Justice 
Romer are disposed of. Having regard to the important trial 
now in progress, the hearing of the transferred actions may not 
occur before the Trinity Sittings. 


Tux runcrion which is to take place at the opening of the 
Imperial Institute on Wednesday next will be attended by 
several of the judges of the Supreme Court. It is not yet 
settled that the day shall be observed in the Law Courts as a 
general holiday, but it is understood that at least several of the 
judges of both divisions of the Court of Appeal will be at the 
ceremony. It is stated that the invitation to the judges is not 
treated as a command for their attendance, but that those who 
do attend will appear in full judicial costume. 


WE pxint elsewhere a letter from a valued correspondent, 
who draws attention to a result to landowners of the passing of 
the Land Transfer Bill which, we think, has hitherto escaped 
notice. The liability suggested is one which is peculiarly likely 
to be appreciated by the members of the House of Lords and 
large landowners, to whom, we assume, the committee of the 
Incorporated Law Society are busily engaged in representing 
| the consequences of the passing of the Bill. 





Ow Tuvrspay, the 27th of April, a deputation from the Incor- 
porated Law Society and the Provincial Law Societies waited 





upon the Lord Chancellor on the subject of the Land Transfer 
27 
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Bill. The deputation consisted of Mr. Riciarp PenyineTon, 
President of the Incorporated Law Society, Mr. Freperic 
Panxer Morrett (Oxford), Vice-President of the Incorporated 
Law Society, Mr. J. W. Ausor, President of the Incorporated 
Law Society of Liverpool, Mr. W. F. Bianpy, President of the 
Berks, Bucks, and Oxfordshire Law Society, Mr. B. Dowson, 
President of the Nottingham Law Society, Mr. Tuomas Mar- 
SHALL (Leeds), Secretary of the Associated Provincial Law 
Societies and a member of the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society, Mr. F. Srurcz, President of the Bristol Incorporated 
Law Society, and the following members of the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society, viz.:—Mr. Rosert Exxerr (Ciren- 
cester), Mr. J. W. Howxzerr (Brighton), Mr. Jonn Hunter 
(London), Mr. Bensamin Greene Lake (London), Mr. Cor- 
NELIUs THomas Saunpers (Birmingham), and Mr. WIittam 
Metmotrn Watters (London). Mr. Pennineron introduced the 
deputation and Mr. Lake and others spoke in opposition to 
compulsory registration, and the Lord Chancellor promised to 
receive evidence in support of the contention of the deputation. 





A LEARNED correspondent informs us that Mr. Justice 
Hawikixs, on rising last Tuesday at 3.45, announced that the 
hearing of a case which he had been engaged in trying during 
the afternoon would be resumed on the Friday following, and 
not before. Our correspondent tells us that he scanned the law 
notices for the following day in order to see in which of the 
courts the learned judge was exercising his duties for the 
intervening Wednesday and Thursday, but was surprised to 
find that the name he was looking for was conspicuous by its 
absence. He at last bethought himself of writing to us to 
know whether we could throw any light on the strange dis- 
appearance of this learned judge. We are in possession of 
information which may possibly tend to relieve our correspon- 
dent’s anxiety. A juvenile member of the bar tells us that 
there was an important trial of Jsinglass v. Ravensbury fixed at 
Newmarket on Wednesday, in which 2,000 guineas were at 
stake, and he considered it possible that there might be need 
for a personal inspection by the judge (R. 8. C., ord. 50, r. 4), 
the case being one concerning which, under the words of that 
rule, a question might arise. Our correspondent will see that 
if our juvenile informant is justified in connecting the occur- 
rence of this important trial with the departure from the courts 
of the learned judge, the mystery is explained. 


Ir 1s mucn to be regretted that the selection of subjects for 
discussion at the meetings of the Incorporated Law Society 
should be left so much to haphazard. At a time when a new 
Land Transfer Bill has been introduced, and the governing body 
of the society have pledged themselves and the members, ‘‘ when- 
ever and wherever possible, to oppose the further extension of 
officialism,” one would have imagined that a resolution and dis- 
cussion with special reference to the provisions of the new Bill 
(as to which we have not heard of the issue of any memorandum 
by the council or committee) would have been eminently 
adapted to strengthen the hands of the council. In place of 
this, we had the subject of Legal Education brought forward by 
Mr. Forp at perhaps the most inappropriate time which could 
possibly have been selected—namely, when a report of a com 
mittee of the council was in draft and not yet presented, and 
when there has not been time to give the tentative scheme 
adopted by the council a fair trialhk Why Mr. Forp should 
have exposed himself to the crushing reply of Mr. Appison 
and the unenviable position of being in a minority of one, 
it is hard to conceive. But in truth the whole tactics on this 
subject of the small band of skirmishers commanded by this 
gentleman are incomprehensible. If there is one matter on 
which the council are, and always have been, in earnest, it is 
that of tho legal education of articled clerks. They have 
never failed to understand that it is one of their duties to 


provide for this, and no one regarded with more keen regret | 
the courcil the collapse of the system of lectures. We | 
believe, in short, that Mr. Appison was absolutely correct | 


in saying that none of the members have more at heart the 
interests of articled clerks than have the council; yet this is the 





| open door against which Mr. Forp will persist in pushing. The 
very point on which the council need no prodding is that on 
which he persists in prodding them year after year. The motion 
as to the chancery registrars was, on the other hand, well timed 
and appropriate, and ought to have influence on the decision of 
the judges. They have now been told by the Bar Committee, 
on behalf of one branch of the profession, and by the Incor- 
porated Law Society, on behalf of the other, that the proposal 
that the chancery registrars should be gradually replaced by 
additional chief clerks is unadvisable. We should have 
thought that it hardly required the authority of these state- 
ments to establish this proposition. A very elementary acquaint- 
ance with the nature of chancery orders would seem to be 
sufficient to convince anyone except a judicial theorist that 
special qualifications and experience are indispensable on the 
part of the officials who draw them up. And we believe that if 
the judicial theorist would condescend to make inquiry, he 
would find that there are few offices about which there is so 
little reasonable ground for complaint as the Chancery Regis- 
trars’ Office. But then, in saying this, we no doubt forget that 
the old maxim about letting well alone is in these days universally 
discredited. 





Ir uAs long been settled law that a surety has no direct right 
of action against his co-sureties, for the recovery of contribution, 
until he has paid more than his proportion or share of the com- 
mon debt, as, till then, it is not clear that he ever will be en- 
titled to demand anything from them (Er parte Giffard, 2 B. & 
P. 269; Davies v. Humphreys, 6M. & W. 153; Ex parte Snow- 
don, Re Snowdon, 29 W. R. 654, 17 Ch. D. 44; De Colyar on 
Guarantees, 2nd ed., p. 309). On the other hand, for some time 
past many have considered it to be a moot point whether a 
surety, on being called upon to pay a part of the whole debt for 
which he is liable, may, before payment, maintain an action 
against his co-sureties to compel them to contribute, jointly with 
himself, towards the discharge of the common liability. The 
decision of Wricurt, J., this week, in the case of Wolmershausen 
v. Gullick, without actually determining this point, certainly 
lends considerable support to the obiter dictum of James, L.J., in 
Ex parte Snowdon, Re Snowdon (29 W.R. 654, 17 Ch. D. 44, 47)— 
namely, that “the proper course when a surety is called upon to pay 
a part of the whole debt for which he is liable would be to bring an 
action against his co-sureties to compel them to contribute to pay 
the debt to thecreditor.” In Wolmershausen vy. Gullick (supra) the 
plaintiff was the executrix of a deceased surety, whose estate was 
being administered by the court, and the action was brought to 
obtain contribution from two of his co-sureties under a promissory 
note given to a bank, which, in order to obtain payment thereof, 
had threatened to proceed by way of execution on the assets of the 
deceased surety. Under these circumstances Wricur,J., held 
that, though he could not order immediate payment to be made 
by the defendants to the plaintiff or to the bank (which was 
not a party to the action) of their respective shares of the joint 
liability, he could make a prospective order, under which, when- 
ever the plaintiff, as executrix of the deceased surety, should 
pay any sum beyond the testator’s share of the common debt, 
she should be able to recover the excess from the surviving co- 
sureties. He accordingly declared the plaintiff's right to con- 
tribution, and directed that, upon her discharging her testator’s 
proportion of the joint liability, the defendants should indemnify 
| ber against further payment or liability, by payment to her, or to 
| the bank, or otherwise. This order, though perhaps somewhat 
| novel in terms, is, we think, a very just one, having regard to 
the facts of the case, which certainly were difficult to adjudicate 
upon, owing to their complication and to a remarkable absence of 
express authority upon the question to which they gave rise. 





Ix rue habeas corpus case of The Queen v. Gyngall the Divi- 
sional Court (Lord Cotrrtpcr, C.J., and Lorszs, L.J.) recently 
held that, in a question whether a girl under the age of sixteen 
shall be compelled to return to sent custody, it is competent for 
the court to consider the wishes of thechild. In this proposition 
' there is nothing very alarming, and it is just as well not to be 

bound by the hard and fast rule laid down in Zhe Queen v. Howes 
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(3 E. & E. 332), but it seems an error to deny, as Lord Corz- 
RIDGE appears to have done, that any such rule was there, in 
fact, meant to be laid down. The question was whether a girl 
between fifteen and sixteen should be compelled to return to her 
father, and the court said that, although the father was entitled 
to the custody of his children until they attained twenty-one, it 
would not on habeas corpus compel a child under that age to 
return to its father where it had “‘ attained an age of sufficient 
discretion to enable it to exercise a wise choice for its own in- 
terests.’’ The whole question was, therefore, what was that ago of 
discretion, and as to this the court adopted the age of sixteen, 
quite refusing to be influenced by any special intelligence ia the 
child. ‘‘ We repudiate utterly, as most dangerous, the notion 
that any intellectual precocity in an individual female child can 
hasten the period which appears to have been fixed by statute 
(referring apparently to 4 & 5 Ph. & M.c. 8, s. 3, which 
made it an offence to take a girl under sixteen out of the 
possession of the father or mother) for the arrival of the age of 
discretion ; for that very precocity, if uncontrolled, might very 
probably lead to her irreparable injury.” And this rule of age 
is well established (cf. Agar-Eilis v. Lascelles, 24 Ch. D., at p. 
331). Provided, then, there is no misconduct alleged against 
the father, or other person legally entitled to the custody of the 
child, it does not appear chat the court upon habeas corpus, so far 
as the old jurisdiction was concerned, could take any notice of 
the wishes of a girl under sixteen. It seems now, however, to 
be settled that in such proceedings the High Court can exercise 
the jurisdiction of the old Court of Chancery: Re Goldsworthy 
(2 Q. B. D. 75), Re Ethel Brown (13 Q. B. D., at p. 617). Con- 
sequently it is bound -to consider what course is on the whole 
most conducive to the welfare of the child (Re McGrath, 1893, 1 
Ch., at p. 148), and in settling this question it may become 
necessary to ascertain the wishes of the child. There is no 
reason, therefore, for trying to reconcile the decision in Zhe 
Queen v. Gyngall with that in The Queen v. Howes. The juris- 
diction of the court in each was entirely different. In the earlier 
case the question was whether the child had an absolute right to 
elect to remain away from her father, and it was held dangerous 
to give her this right under sixteen. In the present case it is 
clear on that authority that the child had no right to remain 
away from her mother. On the other hand the mother’s right 
to her custody was controlled by the new power of the court to 
make the welfare of the child the paramount consideration. The 
examination of the child and the ascertainment of her wishes 
were sufficiently justified, therefore, by the necessity the court 
was under of deciding what was really for her welfare. 





AN INTERESTING question was raised and decided in the case 
of Reg. v. Thompson (reported elsewhere). It was sought to put 
in evidence against a prisoner a statement made by him which 
amounted to an admission of his guilt. Before admitting this 
evidence, the justices before whom the case was tried permitted 
the prisoner’s counsel to cross-examine a gentleman who was in 
the position of prosecutor in the case, as to words used by him 
at au interview which he had had with the prisoner’s relations 
before the alleged confession was made. It appeared that he 
had said to the prisoner’s brother, ‘“‘It will be the right thing 
for M. [the prisoner] to make a clean breast of it.” These 
words were spoken with the expectation that they would be 
communicated to the prisoner, and, although there was no direct 
evidence on the point, the justices inferred, and the court decided 
that they were justified in inferring, that they had been so 
communicated. Under these circumstances the question arose 
whether the prisoner's statement, made to the person who spoke 
the words, and after they had been communicated to him, was 
admissible in evidence. The justices admitted it, and the 
prisoner was convicted. It is well-established law that the con- 
fession of a prisoner must be free and voluntary, and that, if it 
is made under the influence of fear, or obtained by means of a 
promise, it is not receivable in evidence; but many of the cases 
run upon fine distinctions as to whether the language used in a 
particular case amounted to the holding out of a threat ora 


better for you to speak the truth” the cot... is imad- 
missible (2. v. Garner, 1 Den. C. C. 829). The Court for the 
Consideration of Crown Cases Reserved held in Reg, v. Thom, 
that it was the duty of the magistrates to satisfy themselves 

the confession was free and voluntary ; that after proof of the 
language used by the prosecutor to the prisoner’s brother it was 
incumbent upon the prosecution to prove affirmatively that the 
confession was of that character, and that evidence ought to 
have been given as to the communication (or not) to the prisoner 
of the words in question ; and that, the prosecution having failed 
to prove that the confession was free and voluntary, evidence of 
it was inadmissible. The confession having therefore been 
erroneously received in evidence it followed that the conviction 
had to be quashed. This decision ought to have the effect of 
directing the attention of those concerned in the apprehension 
and detention of accused persons to the dangor of anything like 
an attempt to elicit a confession of guilt. Such an attempt, if 
successful, frequently results in the defeat of the object which 
it was intended to secure—viz., the conviction of the prisoner. 


In rue case of Driver v. Broad the Court of Appeal (Lord 
Esner, M.R., and Lores and Kay, L.JJ.) appear to have 
assumed that a contract for the sale of debentures which 
constitute a charge on Jand isa sale of an “interest in land” 
within the meaning of section 4 of the Statute of Frauds, and 
must therefore be in writing. Strictly speaking, it may be 
doubted whether a charge on land, not accompanied by any 
conveyance of the land, constitutes an “interest” in it (ef. Co. 
Litt. 3454), and hence, since the extension of the term “ estate” 
to include terms for years and equitable interests, the words 
“estate” and ‘‘interest” might be supposed to be identical. 
The Georgian Mortmain Act, it may be noticed, avoided gifts 
not only of land and any estate or interest therein, but also 
gifts of charges or incumbrances affecting land. Hence the old 
doctrine of impure personalty was based upon these latter words 
and did not depend on an extended interpretation of the word 
‘‘interest.”” An alteration in this respect was made by the Mort- 
main and Charitable Uses Act, 1888, “‘land” being there con- 
fined to any estate or interest in land, but it is improbable that 
this was meant to exempt charges on land, and an intimation to 
the contrary is afforded by the fact that money charged on land 
is now expressly exempted by the Mortmain and Charitable 
Uses Act, 1891. The only decision on the Statute of Frauds 
which appears to be in point is Zoppin v. Lomas (3 W. R. 446, 
16 O. B. 145), where a sale of bonds issued by the Westminster 
Improvement Commissioners was held to be a sale of an interest 
in land. This, however, seems to have been put upon the 
ground that the bonds were accompanied by an actual convey- 
ance of the legal estate. ‘Phe obligee,” said Mavutx, J., ‘under 
such a bond stands in the position of a~ mortgagee, either 
direetly or through the trustee; and in either case he has an 
interest im the land.” It does not follow that a mere —- 
without a conveyance of the legal estate, such as that created 
the debentures in Driver v. Broad, constitutes an interest in q 
This, however, as above stated, was assumed by the Court of 
Appeal, and it thus appears that any person who has a t to 
have a sum of money raised by the sale of specific land may 
be said to have an “ interest”’ in the land. 


Ir wovtp be interesting to know whether there is now living 
any solicitor in practice who was admitted before Mr. Rosgrr 
Tucker, of Ashburton, whose death is chronicled in the Daily 
News. He was admitted in 1823, and seems to have taken out 
his certificate until his death. In comparison with him Mr. 
Witt1am Wiit1aMs, whom we are all accustomed in London to 
point to with pride as our “oldest solicitor,” is a mere chicken ; 
he was only admitted fifty-four years ago or so. As we believe 
we have obituarjzed several ‘oldest solicitors” during the 
lifetime of Mr. Tucker, we are naturally anxious to avoid 
similar errors in the future; and we hereby give notice that 
we will not hereafter call any man “father” of the profession 





romise. An exhortation, for example, to ‘‘tell the truth” 
as been held insufficient to exclude a subsequent confession | 
(2. v. Court, 7 OC, & P. 486), while if the words are “ it will be | 


unless his claim is confirmed on reference to an esteemed cor- 
respondent of ours at Bristol who, we believe, knows the 
Law List by heart. 
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SECTION 19 OF THE MARRIED WOMEN’S PROPERTY | 
in October, 1891, the wife disaffirmed the settlement, and by a 


ACT, 1882. 


Ir is too late now to call in question the construction which has 
been placed on section 19 of the Married Women’s Property | 
Act, 1882, but some good may be done by directing attention to | 
the injustice to which from time to time it gives rise, and of 
which the case of Stevens v. Trevor-Garrick (41 W. R. 412) | 
affords the most recent example. Sections 2 and 5 of the Act | 
secure to married women the control of their property, but | 
spureety it was feared that doubt might thus be thrown upon | 

e validity of settlements which they might make or might | 
have made with respect to it. Hence section 19 provided that | 
nothing in the Act should ‘‘interfere with or affect any settle- | 
ment or agreement for a settlement made or to be made, | 
whether before or after marriage, respecting the property of | 
any married woman.’ The meaning apparently is that with 
regard to any property so settled or agreed to be settled the Act 
is to be regarded as non-existent, and this view was taken by 
Pearson, J., in Re Stonor’s Trusts (24 Ch. D. 195) and by the 
Court of Appeal in e Whitaker (35 W. R. 217, 34 Ch. D. 227). 
But as the settlements in those cases were binding upon the wife 
it was not necessary to consider the anomalies to which a 
literal construction of the section would lead, and which were 
brought into prominence by He Queade’s Trusts (33 W. R. 816). 
There, by a post-nuptial settlement made in 1847, the husband 
covenanted in the usual way to settle the wife’s after-acquired 
property. The wife was a party to the settlement, but she was 
an infant at the time, and both by reason of her infancy and of 
the coverture it failed to be binding on her. In 1883 she 
became entitled to certain property as next of kin of an intestate, 
and claimed, under section 5 of the Act, to have it paid to her 
as her separate property. The question, therefore, arose whether 
section 19 applied only to cases where a binding settlement had 
been executed by the wife or also to cases where the settlement 
was binding on the husband alone. 

Obviously to suit the policy of the Act it ought to be restricted 
to the former case, and the absurdity to which the wider con- 
struction would lead was pointed out by Curry, J. It would 
enable any husband by post-nuptial settlement to deprive his 
wife of the benefit of the Act, nor need the settlement be one 
under which she takes any interest. “It might be a settlement 
made on the husband by which the husband’s child by his first 
marriage would take. That appears to be such an extreme pro- 
position that I think I ought not to give literal effect to the 
words of section 19.” Hence Currry, J., would have restricted 
the operation of section 19 to settlements or agreements for 
a settlement which are binding on the wife. 


But this reasonable construction was rejected by the Court of 
Appeal in Hancock v. Hancock (36 W. R. 417, 38 Ch. D. 78). 

ere an ante-nuptial settlement executed in 1870 contained a 
covenant by the husband with the trustees that he would settle, 
or concur with the wife in settling, any property which during 
the coverture should come to her or to him in her right. The 
settlement did not contain any such covenant by the wife. It 
was thus necessary, as in Re Queade’s Trusts, to decide whether a 
settlement binding on the husband alone was sufficient to 
attract the operation of section 19 and exclude the wife from the 
benefit of the Act, and the court, contemplating only the strict 
meaning of the words “ any settlement respecting the property 
of any married woman,” held that it was. ‘It is said,” 
observed Corton, L.J., that the 19th section is not intended to 
apply to any settlement except settlements or agreements for 
settlements Ly the wife. I do not find that in the words of the 
Act. It may bea question whether such a settlement as that 
suggested by Curry, J., in Re Queade’s Trusts would be within 
the section. If such a difficulty should arise, it is not our 
affair: we must give the section its fair construction, leaving 
those who framed it to apply to the Legislature to set it right.” 

This decision was treated as conclusive in the recent case of 
Stevens v. Trevor-Garrick (suprd). By an ante-nuptial settle- 
ment, St to which were the intended husband, the 
intended wife (who was then an infant), and the trustees, a sum 
of £1,000, to which the wife would upon her marriage become 
entitled, was settled upon trust for the wife, the husband, and 





the children of the marriage. The settlement was not made 
under the Infants Settlement Act, 1855. Upon coming of age 


deed poll executed in the following May she formally repudiated 
it. Nevertheless Cuirry, J., held, on the authority of Hancock 
v. Hancock (supra), that as the settlement was binding on the 
husband it was a settlement respecting the wife’s property 


| within the meaning of section 19, and hence section 2 of the 


Act, under which the wife would have been entitled to the fund 
as her separate property, was excluded. 

The previous cases had turned on the exclusion of section 5, 
relating to the property, acquired since the Act, of women who 
were married before the Act; but though section 2 applies to 
women married since the Act, it would be difficult to argue that 
section 19 does not affect it inthe same way. Whenever the 
woman was married, the settlement by the husband is a settle- 
ment respecting her property, and it operates, therefore, as 
though the Act had not passed. At the same time there is the 
practical difference that in settlements made before the Act the 
chief point was to make them binding on the husband, and it 
was a matter of less importance whether the wife joined or not. 
Since the Act this state of things would, but for section 19, be 
reversed, and it would be the wife’s execution of the settlement 
which would bind the property. The present case, then, in 
which the property has been held to be bound, although the 
wife expressly repudiated the settlement, shews still more 
forcibly than the former ones the anomaly to which the construc- 
tion adopted by the Court of Appeal leads. As pointed out, 
however, by Corroy, L.J., the matter is for the Legislature. 
At present Mr. Cozens-Harpy’s Bill aims only at removing some 
of the absurdities which have originated in the sections of the 
Married Women’s Property Act dealing with contracts. It 
would be well if it could also introduce into section 19 words 
limiting the settlements there mentioned to such as are binding 
on the wife. 








AVOIDANCE OF LEASE UNDER SEAL BY PAROL 
ARRANGEMENT BETWEEN THE PARTIES. 


Tue case of Parker v. Briggs, which came before the Court of 
Appeal on the 26th ult., was an instance of a lease under seal 
being avoided by means of a parol arrangement between the 
parties. The defendant had been tenant to the piaintiff of a 
farm under a lease containing a covenant to pay rent and to 
repair fences, the tenancy being determinable on a six months’ 
notice to quit. After some years the defendant gave an invalid 
notice to quit, signifying his intention of giving up the farm 
unless the rent were reduced and he were relieved from his 
obligation to repair. In answer to this, the plaintiff wrote a 
letter stating that the rent would be reduced as from the 
following May, but making no mention of the covenant to 
repair. These were the only documents in the case material 
for the present purpose; but there was verbal evidence on 
which the jury found that, before the month of May, a new 
parol lease from year to year was entered into to commence 
from the following May, by which the tenant was to pay the 
reduced rent and to be relieved from the obligation to repair. 
The question in the case was what was the effect of such a 
finding ; the appellants contending, first, that a parol lease to 
commence at a future date was in point of law and in fact an 
agreement for a lease, and as such must be in writing under 
section 4 of the Statute of Frauds, even though the lease 
agreed to be granted were for a less period than three years 
(Edge vy. Strafford, 1 Cr. & J. 391); and, secondly, that, even 
assuming there could be a parol lease to commence at a future 
date, such a lease could not operate as a surrender, for there 
could not be a surrender to take place in futuro (see the dictum 
of Parke, B., in Doe d. Murrell v. Milward, 3 M. & W. 328, 332). 
The court, however, decided against the appellants on both 
points, two of the learned judges holding that it was possible 
to create a parol lease to commence in the future (fyley v. 
Hicks, Stra. 651), and that there was evidence on which the 
jury could find that such a lease had been created. Now, ‘if 
a lessee for years accept a new lease by parol when the first 
lease is by indenture, it operates as a surrender” (see Com, 
Dig., Surrender, I.). As to the second point, they declined to 
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follow the dictum of Parxe, B., above referred to. Accordingly 
they dismissed the appeal on these grounds. 

Lord Justice A. L. Surrn concurred generally, but rested his 
judgment particularly on the ground that even if the arrange- 
ment between the parties amounted in law only to an agreement, 
such agreement, evidenced by the fact that the plaintiff had 
accepted the reduced rent under its terms, would be a good 
equitable defence to_an action on the original lease; and as an 
authority for this proposition the learned judge relied on the 
case of Nash v. Armstrong (10 ©. B. N. 8. 259), a case very 
much like Parker v. Briggs, no doubt, and in which an original 
lease under seal had been supplanted by a parol agreement 
which provided that on payment of £70 by the defendant the 
plaintiff should release him from all the covenants in the lease. 
The plaintiff in that case sued for the £70 on the parol agree- 
ment, setting out in his declaration the terms of the lease and of 
the parol agreement. The defendant demurred on the ground 
that a contract under seal could not be varied or discharged by 
a parol agreement, and argued that if he paid the £70 he would 
still remain liable to be sued on the covenants in the original 
lease. But the demurrer was overruled, Wits, J., saying he 
should have thought a recovery in this action would be pleadable 
in bar to an action on the deed, as an equitable defence and 
that the payment under the agreement “ would surely be ground 
for an unconditional perpetual injunction against proceeding 
under the deed.” Undoubtedly, if the agreement were proved, 
it would. On a demurrer the agreement was admitted. In 
Parker vy. Briggs it was not admitted, and the defendant, who 
had to prove it, could only prove it in one way at law—viz., by 
producing a memorandum in writing—which he could not do. 
The only evidence of part performance was the payment of a 
reduced rent, which is consistent with a temporary remission of 
the balance, and therefore, it is submitted, insufficient. On the 
whole it is suggested, with deference, that the judgment in this 
case rests more securely on the grounds on which it is based by 
the majority of the court. 





LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 

Tur Law or Corpynoitps.—The Lord Chancellor, on moving the 
second reading of the Copyhold (Consolidation) Bill, stated that it 
would make no alteration in the law. It only consolidated provisions 
which were at present found in various statutes relating to copyholds 
and the enfranchisement of copyhold lands, and had been introduced 
at the instance of the Board of Agriculture. The Marquis of SALIs- 
BURY said that to consolidation there could be no objection, but he 
doubted whether the Bill would not effect a slight alteration in the 
law of escheat. For this suggestion there seems to be no foundation. 
The Copyhold Act, 1887, provides (section 4) that on any enfran- 
chisement the lord’s right of escheat shall continue as though the 
land had not been enfranchised, and consequently (section 5) in 
making valuations for compensation payable to the lord the value of 
escheats is not to be taken into consideration. The latter section is 
replaced in the Bill by the proviso to clause 6 (1), and this seems to 
have caused Lord SAtispuryY’s doubt; but clause 23 (1) also repro- 
duces section 4 saving the lord’s right. The Bill was read a second 
time, aid has been referred to the Joint Committee of both Houses on 
the Statute Law Revision Bills of the present session. 

Tre SALE or Apvowsons.—The Church Patronage Bill has been 
read a third time by the House of Lords and passed. 

VoLUNTARY CONVEYANCES.—The Voluntary Conveyances Bill has 
passed through Committee of the House of Lords. 

Piaces or Worsuip (Srres).—The Places of Worship (Sites) Bill, 
introduced by Mr. Jonn Extis, has been considered by the House of 
Commons Standing Committee on Law. An amendment by Mr. 
LEIGHTON to exclude sites for ministers’ houses from the benefit of 
the measure, which, unlike the Places of -Worship Sites Acts of 1873 
and 1882 is compulsory, was rejected. The Bill provides that the 
ee for a site must be signed by not less than twenty house- 
holders resident in the parish in which the site is situate or in some 
adjoining parish or parishes, but the committee, recognizing that 
persons who want chapels have nothing to do with hial divi- 
sions, eed that it would be sufficient if the signatories lived within 
two miles of the site. At the instance of Viscount CRANBOURNE it 
was resolved to substitute the Local Government Board for the 
county council as the body to appeal to when landowners refuse to sell, 
Mr. Fow.er explaining that this was a compromise which he ac- 


cepted to facilitate the passage of the Bill, and not because the Local 
Government Board wanted more work. It was also decided that 


before using the compulsory powers of the Bill the persons — a 
site must have made every reasonable effort to get a suitable one 
agreement. A further proposal by Viscount URNE, that an 
order for the compuisory acquisition of a site for a place of w 
should be laid before Parliament, and, like a private Bill, be subject to 
opposition by counsel, was resisted by Mr. Jon Ex.is, and negatived 
by twenty votes to sixteen. It was , at the instance of the 
latter gentleman, that if a site obtained under the Bill shall cease 
to be used for the purpose for which it was granted, the landowner 
may re-enter into possession upon payment of such sum as, failing 
agreement, shall be determined by arbitration. The Bill as amended 
was ordered to be reported to the House. 

BILLS PASSED INTO Law.—On the 29th ult. the Royal Assent was 
given to the — (Annual) and Regimental Debts (Consolidation) 
Bilis and to several private Bills, 


REVIEWS. 
OATHS, 

OATHS AND AFFIRMATIONS IN GREAT BRITAIN AND IRELAND: BEING 
A COLLECTION OF STATUTES, CASES, AND Forms, witH NoTEs 
AND PRACTICAL DIRECTIONS FOR THE USE OF COMMISSIONERS FOR 
OATHS, AND OF ALL CouRTSs OF CIVIL PROCEDURE AND OFFICES 
ATTACHED THERETO. By Francois A. Srrincer, of the Central 
Office, Royal Courts. Szconp Epirion. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

In its present form this book constitutes, not. merely a practical 
statement of the general duties of commissioners for oaths, similar to 
that afforded by its predecessor, so long edited by the late Mr. 
Braithwaite, but also a complete exposition of the law on all the 
points which are likely to arise in the exercise of those duties. As 
Mr. Stringer points out, while the recent legislation affecting com- 
missioners for oaths has simplified the law so far as their appoint- 
ment and control and powers are concerned, it has wrought a change 
which is the reverse of simplifying in the requirements of their every- 
day work. It must now, we think, be taken as settled that the oath 
may be administered in Scotch form by commissioners for oaths, and 
one noticeable feature of the present edition is the care with which 
instructions and forms for administering the oath in this form are 
given. Another point to which Mr. Stringer draws attention is, that 
the Oaths Act, 1888, did not relieve every person who objects to be 
sworn from the necessity of being sworn, and did not enact that 
persons having no religious belief should not be sworn; it simply 
provided that a person objecting to be sworn, and stating either (1) that 
he has no religious belief, or (2) that the taking of an oath is contrary 
to his religious belief, shall be allowed to affirm. Before, therefore, 
a witness can be allowed to affirm, he must object to be sworn on one 
or other of the grounds specified. Mr. Stringer also very properly 
calls special attention to the limitations to the jurisdiction of commis- 
sioners for oaths. These are set forth at pages 24-27, The question 
—to which Mr. Munton recently called attention in our columns—of 
the powers of English commissioners to swear affidavits or take 
affirmations out of England for use in the Supreme Court in England 
is fully discussed. With regard to the duty of commissioners in 
swearing affidavits and the strange doctrine laid down by Mr. Justice 
Kay in Bourke v. Davis (44 Ch. D. 126), Mr. Stringer quotes the 
greater part of the useful rejoinder by the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society, remarking that the episode was not altogether without 
beneficial result, since it drew forth this statement. We think we 
may say that on every point ge d to arise in practice a commissioner 
for oaths who is provided with the present edition will find himself 
fully equipped; and the work has the somewhat unusual merit of 
arguing out and proving each statement as fully as if the author were 
not entitled to speak with authority from extensive official knowledge 
and experience in the matters to which it relates. 





POWERS. 


A Concise TREATISE ON Powers. Seconp Eprrion, By GzorGE 
FARWELL, Q.C., assisted by W. R. SHELDON, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited), 


We rejoice to see a new edition, after the lapse of eighteen years, 
of a work which we, at all events, can speak of as having proved of 
great value in practice. There has been no alteration in the arrange- 
ment or heading of the chapters, and it is interesting to observe how 
comparatively small has been the alteration which subsequent con- 
sideration has rendered necessary in the leading rules or princi 
printed in each edition in large type. There are, of course, additions 
to them, and some modifications here and there ; but the infrequency 
and slightness of the changes not rendered necessary y tere = Y 
legislation or decisions rds no small a care with 
which the work was originally prepared. One of the points brought 














out in the present edition, which we do not think has been generally 
appreciated, is the important extension which is likely to occur in 

@ operation of the statutes giving relief in case of defective 
executions of powers to lease (12 & 13 Vict. c. 26 and 13 & 14 Vict. 
c. 17) owing to the passing of the Settled Land Act. The Acts 
above referred to are expressly made applicable to leases granted 
defectively in execution of powers created by Act of Parliament ; and, 
as Mr. Farwell points out (p. 345), the fact that the power of leasing 
given by the Settled Land Act is subsequent in date to the enabling 
Acts can make no difference. 

Of course, the chapter on powers of Jeasing has been greatly 
enlarged, and contains an excellent and claborate statement, both of 
the statutory powers and also of the obscure subject of the power of 
trustees to lease in the absence of express authority. Oa the latter 
question, however, the observations of Jessel, M.R., in Earl of 
Egmont v. Smith (6 Ch. D. 469) have escaped attention. The late 
Master of the Rolls said in that case (p. 476): ‘‘ I have no doubt 
whatever that, on the general law, the duty of a trustee is to 
let the farms from year to year in order to obtain a sufficient 
rent, and to keep the farms in a good state of cultivation.” 
The chapter on powers of appointing new trustees has also been re- 
modelled, and contains, in very concise form, the statutory provisions 
and decisions. With regard to Re Skeats (42 Ch. D. 522), where Kay, 
J., is reported to have held that an appointment, by the donee of a 
power to appoint new trustees, of himself and another person as new 
trustees was invalid, Mr. Farwell points out that it appears to 
follow that the executors of a surviving trustee cannot appoint them- 
selves to be trustecs, although the estate is vested in them on trust; 
and that as this is not uncommonly done, it would unsettle many 
titles if such appointments were held bad. The present edition will 
certainly not diminish the estimation in which the work has hitherto 
been held. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 
Le Cte. de Franqueville. Le Systéme Judiciaire de la Grande 
Bretagne. 2 Vols. Tome Premier: Organisation Judiciaire. Tome 
Deuxieme: La Procedure Civile et Criminelle. Paris: J. Rothschild. 


Les Ministres dans les Principaux Pays d’Europe et d’ Amérique. 
Par L. Dupriez, Avocat 4 la Cour d’Appel de Bruxelles. Tome 
Premier: Les Monarchies Constitutionnelles. Tome Deuxieme: Les 
Republiques. Paris: J. Rothschild. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE LAND TRANSFER BILL AND LANDOWNERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—After a will is proved it appears now to be the practice for 
the Legacy, &c., Duty Department, or, through this department, for 
the income tax authorities to ascertain whether the deceased had 
paid income tax on all his assessable income; that is to say, informa- 
tion supplied for one purpose is made use of for a purpose for which 
it was never inteuded. 

‘Have those landowners who are helping through the Land Transfer 
Bill considered whether something of the sort may not happen in 
this case? The Government will, in due course, know from the 
register the owners and cash value of all the land in the country. 
This will not only enable them to check all returns as regards land, 
but will make the imposition of new taxes on the land an easy 
matter. 

May 1. 





BANKRUPTCY PRACTICE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Would you allow me to call the attention of the public and 
the Government officials to what I call a “‘side Bar rale,” recently 
issued by the registrars (decided upon, as I understand, amongst 
themselves, and not one of the rules under the Bankruptcy Act), to 
the effect that for the future they will only allow one adjournment of 
a petition, and that upon the return of the same, and then only upon 
satisfactory evidence by the debtor or by some one on his behalf that 
he is in a position to pay the petitioning creditor’s debt, as also all 
other creditors not in a position to proceed in bankruptcy. 

The registrars contend that the Bankruptcy Court is not a court 
for the collection of debts. Why, sir, now and for years past it is 
and has been the greatest lever for that purpose. Take 100 men, for 
instance, and out of that number how many will be found who could 
pay but won't until they are compelled. Why, avery large percentage 
and, I venture to say, the majority--of course, I mean of a certain 
class. It is the stigma of a receiving order which compels them to 
come to terms with petitioning creditors ; many do so as it would 
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ruin their future credit and prospects; but for this they would let 
the order go. 

If this absurd rule is persevered in, what will be the consequences ? 
The sequel is, I think, easily stated. 

First, it will be the means of depriving the Government of a 
large revenue derived from the £5 stamp chargeable on each petition. 

Second, it will deprive and deter creditors from seeking the aid of 
that court for recovering payment of their debts and in numerous 
cases they will probably lose them altogether. 

Third, it will to a great extent stop money lending, and so stop to 
a large extent commerce. 

Fourth, it will lead up to the existing staff of registrars and officials 
having little or no work (and even at present there is too little), and 
then of course it will have to be reduced, and what will then follow ” 
Why, I suppose ‘‘ pensions,”’ or something of the kind, to come out of 
the pockets of the already overburdened taxpayers. 

Creditors have never, at least to my knowledge (which has been of 
many years’ duration), filed petitions for the benefit of their brother 
creditors, but simply to obtain payment of their own debts—and by 
adjournments of a petition they have succeeded, and if this new rule 
is to be allowed to be continued it will be the means of many losing 
their hard carned moneys altogether, as without the aid of the 
Bankruptcy Court they would be powerless. 

I venture to hope that you will kindly find room for this letter, and 
that it may be the means of not only opening up a discussion upon 
the subject, but that the attention of the proper Government officials 
muy be drawn to the subject, and that this new one-sided and absurd 
rule, made to satisfy the caprice of a few registrars, may be speedily 
and finally abolished, J. HEDDERLY WHITE. 

April 29. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
Re POWELL’S TRADE-MARK—No. 2, 27th April. 
Trape-Mark — Reoistration — Apriication To ExruncGe Mark rrom 

Recisren—‘' Person AGGrievep '’—Parents, Designs, anp Trave- 

Marks Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57), s. 90. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Chitty, J., directing a trade- 
mark to be expunged from the register. It raised the question of the 
meaning of ‘‘ person aggrieved’’ in section 90 of the Patents, Designs, 
and Trade-Marks Act, 1883. In 1876 Mr. Powell, on bebalf of the firm 
of Goodall, Backhouse, & Co., who were manufacturers of a condiment or 
sauce called ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish,’ registered two trade-marks—one, the 
device of a willow-pattern plate, together with the words ‘‘ The celebrated 
Yorkshire Relish’’; and the other, the device of the plate alone, In 
1884 he registered a third trade-mark, No. 37,030—which was the sub- 
ject of the present application—consisting of the words ‘‘ Yorkshire 
Relish ’’ alone, and he claimed for such mark eleven years’ user prior to 
the 13th of August, 1875—the date of the passing of the Trade-Marks 
Registration Act, 1875. In 1891 he brought an action against another 
firm of sauce manufacturers to restrain them from using what was alleged 
to be a colourable imitation of the plaintiffs’ willow-pattern trade-mark. 
The defendants then moved to expunge the plaintiffs’ trade-mark, No. 
37,030, on the ground that the plaintiffs had not used the words ‘‘ York- 
shire Relish” alone as a trade-mark before the passing of the Act of 1875 
so as to entitle them to register tho:e words as a trade-mark, and they 
complained that their business was hampered by those words being on 
the register as a trade-mark. li appeared that the plaintiffs had prior to 
the Act of 1875 only used the words ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish’? alone upon 
packing cases containing ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish,’’ which was sold im bottles, 
not upon the bottles themselves, which had the willow-pattern mark. 
It did not appear that the defendants had any present or immediate de- 
sire to manufacture sauce for sale under the name of ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish.”’ 
It was urged on behalf of the plaintiffs that the use of the words on the 
packing cases only was user as a trade-mark, aud that they were entitled 
to register them alone ; on the other hand, the defendants contended that 
the words were only put on the packing cases to indicate the contents of 
the cases, and not as a trade-mark. The plaintiffs contended, too, that 
the defendants were not ‘‘ persons aggrieved’’ within section 90 of the 
Act of 1883, which says that ‘‘ the court may, on the application of any 
person aggrieved by . . ~ any entry made without sufficient cause in 
any register kept under this Act, make such orderfor . . . expunging 
or varying the entry as the court thinks fit.’’ Chitty, J. (ante, p. 283), held 
that the defendants were ‘‘ persons aggrieved,’’ so that they were entitled 
to make the application to expunge, that the plaintiffs had not used the 
words ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish ’’ alone as a trade-mark prior to the Act of 1875 
so as to entitle themselves to register them alone, ard that the mark must 
accordingly be removed. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Linp.ey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Linpiey, L.J., said that on the first question, which was whether the 
respondents were ‘‘ persons aggrieved ’’ by the words ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish ”’ 
alone being on the register, they were in his view persons aggrieved in 
such a sense that the court could not refuse to hear the case upon its 
merits. Then, as to whether the appellants had used those words as a 
trade-mark prior to the passing of the Act of 1875, they had used them 
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alone only on the packing cases, and though there was some evidence that 
they had used them so as a trade-mark, the facts on the other side quite 
overbalanced that evidence, for in 1876, when they could, if those words 
alone had been used by them as a trade-mark, have registered them, they 
registered not them, but the willow-pattern mark ; that was their trade- 
mark, and they sold under that from 1876 to 1884, and not what was put 
upon the cases. The appeal must be dismissed. 

Bowen, L.J., concurred. In ascertaining whether the respondents were 
‘* persons aggrieved’’ within the section, the point to consider was, not 
whether one party intended to compete with the other in respect of the 
particular matter in question, but it wae whether it was within the scope 
of the business cf the one that he might wish to do so, and if it was he 
was a “‘ person aggrieved.” 

Kay, L.J., also concurred. If any person were engaged in the same 
trade as another, and that one person might thereafter, though not at the 
present moment, wish to compete with the other and to make use of the 
words which were complained of as being wrongly on the register, he was 
a ‘‘ person aggrieved ’’ by the words being there if they were not properly 
there.—Covunset, Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., Aston, Q.C., and J. Cutler ; 
Moulton, Q.C , Farwell, Q.C., and Fothergill. Soxtcrrons, J. 8. Salaman ; 
Cowper, Thorowgood, § Tabor. 

[Reported by Arruurn Lawrence, Barrister-at-Law. | 


HAMPDEN AND ANOTHER v. EARL OF BUCKINGHAMSHIRE —No. 2, 

24th April. 

Serrtep Lanp Acts—Tenant ror Lirgs—Power tro Mortcace Serriep 
Land To Pay orr Incumprances—INrerest or Parties ENTITLED UNDER 
tHE SetrLeEMENT—Setriep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), s. 53 
—Setriep Lanp Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 69), s. 11. 


This was an appeal by annuitants whose annuities were, under the will of 
the late Earl of Buckinghamshire, charged on the whole of the estate settled 
by his will, from the refusal of Kekewich J., to restrain the present Earl 
of Buckinghamshire, the tenant for life of the settled estates, from 
mortgaging a portion thereof called The Beechwoods otherwise than sub- 
ject to the right ofythe persons entitled to certain annuities charged 
thereon by the will of the settlor, the late earl. The questions raised by 
the appeal were, first, whether the tenant for life of a settled estate has, 
under sections 2, 3, and 11 of the Settled Land Act, 1890, and sections 
2 (1) (3) (4), 20, and 21 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, power to mortgage 
the whole of the settled estate to pay off an incumbrance upon part of it. 
Secondly, if he has such power, ought the court, having regard to the 
facts of the case, to restrain him from exercising it when the tenant for 
life is acting bond fide, upon the ground that its exercise would be a breach 
of trust? The facts were as follows :—The late Earl of Buckinghamshire 
was entitled to estates in Ireland and also to estates in Buckinghamshire. 
He had mortgaged his Irish estates for £28,000, but this mortgage had 
been paid off. He had mortgaged the bulk, but not the whole, of his 
Buckinghamshire estates for £39,000. Part of his Buckinghamshire 
estates called Beechwoods was not mortgaged, and this part, equally with 
all the rest of his estates, he by his will charged with annuities. The tes- 
tator’s personal estate and the property comprised in the mortgage were 
insufficient to pay the mortgagees. By his will he declared that all 
charges and incumbrances which should affect his Irish or Buckingham- 
shire estates (which expression includes The Beechwoods) respectively 
should be primarily charged on and paid out of such estates respectively 
in exoneration of his general estate and effects. He then devised his Irish 
estates and his Buckinghamshire estates in strict settlement in the usual 
way. He devised and bequeathed his residuary estate to trustees upon 
trust for his younger children. He gave his trustees power to sell his 
Irish estates for the purpose of paying off any incumbrances on his Buck- 
inghamshire estates. By his codicil he bequeathed pecuniary legacies to 
a considerable amount. On his death his personal estate amounted to 
£28,000. In an action for the administration of his estate the mortgagees 
both of the Irish and of the Buckinghamshire estates preved their debts. 
The mortgagees of the Irish estates proved for the whole amount due to 
them—i.e., £15,000 and interest, and the mortgagees of the Buckingham- 
shire estates proved for £28,000 and interest, part only of their debt. By 
these proofs the whole of the personal estate was exhausted. The mort- 
gage on the Irish estates was paid off in full, but £15,000 and interest 
still remained due to the mortgagees of the Buekinghamshire estates. 
Attempts had been made to sell the Irish estates so as to relieve the Buck- 
inghamshire estates, but these attempts had not yet proved successful. In 
November, 1891, an order was made, by consent, to raise £40,000 by mort- 
gage of the Buckinghamshire estates, but as to The Beechwoods, subject 
to the annuities charged upon it; but attempts to raise money on these 
terms had failed, and on the 2nd of November, 1892, an order was made 
for the sale of the Buckinghamshire estates, but the order was not to be 
drawn up for a month. It had, however, since been drawn up, but a sale 
under it had been postponed, as the present earl, the tenant for life, proposed 
to raise £40,000 by mortgage of the Buckingbamshire estates including 
Beechwoods, but so as to override and not be subject to the charge on 
them in favour of the annuitants. Out of the mortgage-money he pro- { 
posed to pay what was still due to the mortgagees, and also the pecuniary 
legatees. This mortgage the annuitants sought to restrain. A sale of the 
mortgaged estates apart from The Beechwoods could not be effected, and 
if it could it would not yield enough to pay off the mortgagees and the 
pecuniary legatees. The value of the Buckinghamshire estates was put 

at £80,000. No purchaser at that or any other price had yet come 
forward, but a sale at that price would be much more beneficial to the 
annuitants than a mortgage for £40,000 which should override these 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





(Vol. 37-] 455 _ 


brance on the settled land or any part thereof, the tenant for life ae 
raise the money so required . . . on mortgage of the settled 

or any part thereof.” Section 53 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, pro- 
vides that ‘‘a tenant for life shall, in any power under this 
Act, have regard to the interests of all parties enti under the settle- 
ments, and shall, in relation to the exercise thereof by him, be deemed to 
be in the position, and to have the duties and liabilities, of a trustee for 
those parties.”’ 

Tuer Court (Lixpiey, Bowen, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) held that the proposed 
mortgage, being for the purpose of raising money in order to pay off an 
incumbrance of part of the settled land, was warrauted by section 11 of 
the Settled Land Act, 1890. That section expressly authorized the mort- 
gage of the whole of a settled estate in order to pay off an incumbrance 
on part of it. By sections 20 and 21 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, the 
mortgage, when executed, would take priority over the annuities and 
over all other charges and estates created by the eettlements —i.c., the late 
earl’s will. Apart, therefore, from the question whether to create the 
mortgage would be to commit a breach of trust, the tenant for life could 
exercise the power to mortgage. The order for sale already made having 
been suspended did not deprive him of this power. It was decided in 
Cardigan ¥. Curzon-Howe (33 W. R. 836, 30 Ch. D. 531) that a tenant for 
life could eell notwithstanding a decree for the execution of the trusts of 
the settlement, and this went far to shew that a suspended order for sale 
ought not to deprive the tenant for life of the power to mortgage conferred 
upon him by the statute. It remained to consider whether the tenant for 
life could properly exercise this power, having regard to section 53 of the 
Settled Land Act, 1882. The evidence as to the value of the Bucking- 
hamshire estates satisfied the court that the proposed mortgage 
would be unjust to the annuitants, and that justice to them re- 
quired that no such mortgage should be made at least until it had 
been ascertained that no sale at a proper price could be effected. 
Speaking generally, ic was for the tenant for life, and not for the court, 
to determine what ought to be done, and s9 long as the tenant for life 
was acting bond fide the court could not properly interfere with him. But 
assuming a tenant for life to be acting bond fide and with a view to preserve 
the estates for those intended by the settlor to enjoy them, still, an honest 
trustee might fail to see that he was acting unjustly towards those whose 
interests he was bound to consider and to protect, and if he was so acting, 
and the court could see it, although he could not, it was the daty of the 
court to interfere. In this case it was not proposed to pay off the annu- 
itants out of the money to be raised by the mortgages, nor could the 
annuitants be so paid even if the tenant for life desired it (see section 11, 
sub-section 2, of the Settled Land Act, 1890). The tenant for life was not 
justified in trying to preserve 4 heavily incumbered estate by mortgagirg 
it if he thereby sacrificed the interests of existing incumbraucers upon it. 
The order appealed from must be allowed, and an injunction ted 
restraining the Earl of Buckinghamshire from mortgaging the Beechwoods 
otherwise than subject to the rights cf the persons entitled to the 
annuities charged thereon by the will of the settlor. Appeal allowed.— 
Covnsst, Warmington, QC, and Birrell; Sir H. Davey, QC., and 
Macnaghten. Soxxcrrors, Stevens, Bawtree, § Stevens ; Cookson, Wainewright, 
§ Co. 





[Reported by J. E. Atpovs, Barrister-at-La r. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
EDLIN v. PNEUMATIC TYRE C0.—Chitty, J., 28th April. 
Parent—PAatTeNnTEE—ACTION TO a Or —— Proceepines 

—Acrion ror Inrrincement—Dvus Diicence IN COMMENCING AND 

Prosecutinc—Patents, Destens, AND Trape-Manxs Act, 1883 (46 & 47 

Vict. c. 57), s. 32. 

This was a motion for an injunction under section 32 of the Patents, 
Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, restraining the defendants from 
threatening the plaintiff and his customers. The writ was issued in 
February last. The plaintiff moved for a similar injunction some time 
ago, and the defendants thereupon said that they would bring an action 
against the plaintiff. They desired to inspect the plaintiff's machine first, 
however, and it was arranged that they should have an opportunity of 
doing so. The defendants shortly afterwards issued their writ. 
Currry, J., said that the granting of such an injunction was in the 
discretion of the court, like the grantiog of other injunctions. It was 
said that the defendants’ action had not been brought with due diligence, 
as required by the section. But, as a matter of fact, the defendants 
complained to the plaintiff in April, 1890, and from that time forwarl 
there had been more or less continuous negotiations between them. These 
had been latterly broken off, and the defendants brought proceedings in 
France against the plaintiff, which had been stated in court by the 
defendants’ counsel, though this was not in evidence, to have resulted in 
judgment for the company. On the plaintiff's own shewing, however, 
there was no want of diligence by the company. Then, after three 
the plaintiff came and asked for this injunction in face of the writ 
by the company. It was well known that malicious threats were the basis 
of the enaztment, and yet throughout the period when the threats were 
made no action was brought by the agony This was, therefore, in his 
lordship’s opinion, not a case for granting an injunction, which was accord- 
ingly refused. The costs were reserved, but, in the event of this action 
being abandoned, they were to be costs in the action. By consent all 
proceedings in this action were stayed until after the trial of the in- 
fringement action or farther order.—CovunskEL, Moulton, Q.C., and 2. FW. 
Wallace; Lewis Edmcnds. Sorrcrrons, John B. Purchase ; Bird, Moore, ¢ 


Strode. 
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“‘ where any money is required for the purpose of dischar 


[Reported by J. F. Water, Barrister-at-Law. ) 
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AUSTIN +. BEDDOE—North, J., 25th April. 


Wuu—Beavest or Restpve—Lease—Execvtors—Resipvary LEeGATer— 
PossEss1oN—ASSENT BY ExecuTors—ASssIGNMENT OF LEASE. 


This was an action brought by the lessors of a colliery for possession 
and damages against the residuary legatec of the assignee of the lease. 
One point raised in the defence was that the premises comprised in the 
lease never became vested in the defendant. The facts were as follows :— 
By his will, dated the 25th of April, 1881, William Beddoe bequeathed 
the residue of his estate to his executors and trustees, R. O. Jones and 
G. C. James, on trust for his son Edward Beddoe, the defendant, on his 


attaining the age of twenty-one years. ‘The testator died on the 15th of.| 


February, 1887, and his will was proved by his executors on the 4th of 
April, 1887. After the testator’s death the executors continued to carry 
on the colliery to the 16th of May, 1888, at a considerable loss, when the 
defendant came of age, whereupon tbe executors let him into possession, 
and one of them wrote to the plaintiffs to the effect that Mr. E. Beddoe 
was of age and would be himself paying all accounts in respect of the 
colliery. There was no formal assignment of the lease, but the defendant 
took possession. ‘There were still sums of money owing by the estate of 
the deceased, and the administration had not been completed. It was 
argued for the defeudant that the executors had not assented to his taking 
possession, for to have done so would have been to have assented to his 
taking possession of the whole of the resiluary estate, and that there had 
been no formal assignment of the lease. It was urged that in a bequest 
of a residuary estate it is not possible for the executors to assent to one 
item only. 

Nortn, J., held that so far as the lease of the colliery was concerned the 
executors had assented to the legacy. It would have been robbery to have 
appropriated the rents while the defendant was liable for the outgoings. 
An assignment of the lease was not necessary, although it might be well 
for the executors to join, it did not follow that the residuary legatee could 
not make a title. It was, in his lordship’s opinion, competent for an 
executor to assent to the bequest of one part of the residue without at the 
same time assenting to the whole. — CounseL, Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., 
MacSwinney, TP. J. Evans; Upjohn. Sowrcrrors, Ridsdale § Son, for 
RB. Y. Evans, Cardiff; Wrentmore §& Son, for James, Merthyr Tydfil. 


! Reported by J. A. Paice, Barrister-at-Law. 


Re 8T. JOHN STREET WESLEYAN CHAPEL, CHESTER —Stirling, J., 
29th April. 
Cuarity Commiss1onens — Account—EnpowMeNtT—J URIspIcTION—CiArit- 
ABLE Trusts Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 137), ss. 10, 62, 66. 

This was a motion by the Charity Commissioners for England and 
Wales asking for liberty to issue a writ of attachment against the trustees 
of the trust property held in connection with the above-named Wesleyan 
chapel for contempt of court in refusing to comply with an order of the 
commissioners, dated the 231d of September, 1892, whereby the trustees 
were ordered to deliver a statement in writing of the real and personal 
endowments and property belonging to the charity, and to furnish 
accounts of the income, resources, receipts, and expenditure for the years 
ending 1889, 1890, and 1891. The real question at issue was whether or 
not the jurisdiction of the commissioners extended to the charity. By a 
deed dated the 30th of July, 1811, in consideration of £1,300, a house in 
St. John-street, Che-ter, with land adjoining, was conveyed to fifteen 
trustees in fee simple, upon trust to erect a chapel to be used as a meet- 
ing-house by the religious society called Methodists in the connexion of 
the late Rev. John Wesley, and as a place for religious worship; and on 
farther trust, by sale or mortgage of the chapel or otherwise, to raise such 
sum as might be expended in the erection or furnishing of the chapel ; 
and upon further trust to collect and receive sums of money by way of 
pew rents or contributions or otherwise, to hold, in trust to pay principal 
and interest on any sum borrowed in respect of the trust premises, and to 
pay and apply the surplus for the support of the preacher there stationed ; 





May 6, 1893. 





charity is maintained partly by voluntary subscriptions and partly by 
income arising from any endowment, the powers and provisions of the 
Act shall, with respect to such charity, extend and apply to the income 
| from endowment only, to the exclusion of voluntary subscriptions and the 
| application thereof.’’ His lordship thought that he was bound to hold 
that the word ‘‘endowment” in that section meant, in the words of 
Lord Romilly (Corporation of the Sons of the Clergy vy. Sutton, 27 Beav. 651), 
‘*the devotion of property to a specific and particular trust.’’ The same 
construction was adopted by Hall, V.C., in Royal Society of London v. 
Thompson (29 W. R. 838, 17 Ch. D. 407), and also by North, J., in Re 
Corporation of the Sons of the Clergy and Skinner (1893, 1 Ch. 178). He was 
| of opinion that, notwithstanding the extent of the objects for which the 
surplus income and the proceeds of sale were made applicable, the pro- 
perty was held (in substance) on ‘‘a particular and specific trust.”’ Nor 
did the next exemption of section 62 apply: ‘‘ No donation or bequest 
unto, or in trust for, any such charity, of which no special application 
or appropriation shall be directed or declared by the donor or testator, 
and which may legally be applied by the governing or managing body of 
such charity as income in aid of the voluntary subscriptions, shall be subject 
| to the jurisdiction or control of the said board, or the provisions or 
powers of this Act ’’—because all the property vested in the trustees had 
come to their hands under circumstances which rendered them applicable 
for specific purposes only. His lordship held, therefore, that the com- 
missioners were entitled to require accounts of so much of the trust 
property as did not consist of any building registered as a place of 
meeting for religious worship with the Registrar-General of Births, 
Deaths, and Marriages in England and Wales, and Jond fide used as a 
place of meeting for religious worship. 

On the application of counsel, the trustees were allowed a period of 
two months to comply with the order of the Charity Commissioners.— 
CounseL, Sir Horace Daveu, Q.C., and Vaughan Hawkins ; Hastings, Q.C., 
and Bunting. Soxtcrrors, Clabon ; Rowcliffe, Rawle, § Co., for Cooper § Sons, 
Manchester. 





[Reported by W. 8. Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re BAGOT, PATON +. ORMEROD—Kekewich,J., 26th April. 


Witt—Mistake—Errongovs Recrratc—Guirr ny Impiication—ReEsipur— 
INTESTACY. 


Under her brother’s will Matilda Bagot, the testatrix, was absolutely 
entitled to one-third part of a sum of £100,000. During her lifetime she 
appointed £16,000, part of her one-third share, in favour of her son 
Ponsonby Bagot. The will of the testatrix, after reciting the said appoint- 
ment of £16,000, proceeded as follows:—‘‘ And (whereas) I have also 
settled one undivided moiety of the residue of the said one-third of 
£100,000 to which I am so entitled under the will of my said brother in 
favour of my said daughter Ethel Jane Paton and her family, now I give 
and bequeath the other undivided moiety of the residue of the said one- 
third part of £100,000 unto Charles Edward Ormerod, now residing at the 
Nunnery, Horsham, Esquire, absolutely for hisown use and benefit.’’ The 
will contained a residuary bequest in the following terms: ‘‘And I 
bequeath all the residue of my estate and effects of what nature or kind 
soever and wheresoever which shall remain after payment of my funeral and 
testamentary expenses and debts unto the said Charles Edward Ormerod 
for his own use and benefit.”” It appeared that the testatrix never made 
any such appointment in favour of Ethel Jane Paton and her family, 
except by a former will, which was expressly revoked by the later will. 
This was a summons taken out to obtain the decision of the court as to 
who was entitled to the moiety of the residue of the third share of £100,000 
which the testatrix erroneously recited that she had avpointed. The plain- 
tiffs were the infant children of Ethel Jane Paton, and contended that the 
recital amounted to a gift of the moiety to them by implication. The 
defendant C. E. Ormerod contended that the moiety was included in the 
residuary bequest, and passed to him. The other defendants (except 
George Paton, who was the husband of Ethel Jane Paton) were next of 
kin of the testatrix, and claimed the moiety as undisposed of by the will. 
They cited, among other authorities, Circuitt v. Perry (23 Beav. 275), 





upon further trust, if necessity should from various causes arise, to 
sell and apply the proceeds of sale towards the purchase or building of | 
another more suitable and convenient chapel to be held upon the same | 
trusts." A Wesleyan chap:l was erected on the said land, and by deeds of | 
subsequent dates additional land adjoining the chapel was conveyed to | 
the trustees for the time being upon the same trusts. Buildings of various 
kinds were erected on the land so acquired. On the 27th of April, 1881, 
application was made by the trustees for the time being to the Charity | 
Commissioners for an order discharging from the trusteeship two trustees | 
who were desirous of retiring, and for a scheme for the future regulation 
of the charity. On the 23rd of September, 1881, the commissioners made 
an order under the Charitable Trusts Acts, 1853 to 1869, discharging the | 
two trustees, and directing by way of scheme that the chapel and other | 
hereditaments should thenceforth be held upon the trusts of an indenture 
dated the rd of July, 1832, usually known as ‘‘the Wesleyan Chapel 
Model Deed.’’ The order of the commissioners of the 23rd of September, 
1892, was based on rection 10 of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853, which 
authorized them to require such accounts and statements from “all trus- 
tees or persons acting or having any concern in the management or ad- 
ministration of any charity, or the estates, funds, or property thereof.”’ 
Ermine, J., after stating the facts, said that the trustees could not 
entirely escape from the jarisdiction of the commissioners by virtue of 
the exemption (Charitable Trusts Act, 1853, s. 62) of “any building 
registered as a place of mecting for religious worship with the Registrar- | 
General of Births, Deaths, and Marriages in England and Wales, and | 
bond fide used as a place of meeting for religious worship.’’ Nor could 
exemption be claimed by virtue of the werds iu section 62: ‘*‘ Where any | 


Harris v. Harris (1. R. 3 Eq. 610), and Hawks v. Longridge (29 L. T. N.S. 
449). ‘The plaintiffs were also next of kin, and supported this last con- 


| tention in the event of the court deciding that there was no gift to them 


by implication. 

Kexewicn, J., held that there was no gift to the plaintiffs by implica- 
tion, and that the moiety passed to the defendant C. E. Ormerod as 
residuary legatee. He said that in all the cases cited in favour of an 
intestacy there was a close connection between the erroneous recital and 
the residuary gift rendering the testator’s intention perfectly clear. In 
the present case the residuary gift was very wide in its terms, and there 
was nothing but a bare recital to shew any intention on the part of the 
testatrix to exclude the moiety from it. If she had settled the moiety, but 
had settled it ineffectually or imperfectly, it could hardly have been argued 


| that what was not effectually settled would not fall into residue, and his 


lordship was of opinion that the same result followed in the present case. 


| —CounseL, Warmington, Q.C., and Bramley ; Ingle Joyce and R. J. Parker ; 
| Warrington ; Renshaw, Q.C., and Sebastian. Soxtcrrons, Dunster § Chap- 
| man; Peake, Bird, Collins, § Peake ; Marson § Son. 


Reported by Arvoitp Groves, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
FIRTH & SONS v. PALMER & DE LAS RIVAS—24th April. 
Practice—ForricN DerenpANT—APPEARANCE UNDER Prorest. 

The plaintiffs in this case, who were a firm carrying on business at 
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Sheffield, had commenced proceedings against the defendants Sir Charles 
Mark Palmer and Martinez de las Rivas to recover a sum of money 
alleged to be duc from the defendants to the plaintiffs on a contract under 
which the plaintiffs agreed to supply to the defendants certain steel tubes 
and other material for the manufacture of cannon, the defendants being 
parties to a contract for the supply by them of cannon to the Spanish 
Government. The defendant De las Rivas was a Spanish subject, and had 
no place of business within the jurisdiction, but carried on business at 
Bilbao in Spain in partnership with Palmer the other defendant. Palmer 
was a British subject, and, in addition to the partnership with De las 
Rivas at Bilbao, carried on business within the jurisdiction. The contract 
in respect of which this action was brought was in French, and the parties 
entered into it at Bilbao. The contract provided that the defendants should 
have an option of taking delivery of the goods at Bilbao or Jarrow, and of 
making payment either in London or in Paris. The defendants had 
elected to take delivery at Bilbao and to make payment in Paris. On the 
25th of February, 1893, the plaintiffs obtained an order on an ex parte 
application to Kennedy, J., in chambers, giving them leave to issue a 
concurrent writ of summons against the defendant De las Rivas, and to 
serve notice of the concurrent writ upon him at Bilbao. The defendant 
Palmer appeared to the writ on the 1st of March, and notice of the con- 
current writ was served upon De las Rivas on the 3rd of March. Appear- 
ance under protest was entered for De las Rivas, the following note 
being written on the margin of the appearance: ‘‘N.B. This appear- 
ance is entered under protest in order to prererve the defendant 
Martinez de las Rivas’ right to object to the jurisdiction.’’ The present 
application was made on behalf of De las Rivas to set aside the order of 
Kennedy, J., giving leave to issue a concurrent writ of summons against 
De las Rivas and also to set aside the service of the notice of the writ. In 
addition to the arguments on the point as to the effect of an appearance 
under protest, it was also contended on behalf of the defendant that the 
facts of the case did not bring it within the provisions of ord. 11, r. 1 (e) 
(g), which deal with the cases in which service out of the jurisdiction is 
permitted. The court were of opinion that the latter point was covered 
by authority, and it is, therefore, only necessary to report so much of the 
judgments as deal with the question of the appearance under protest. 

Tue Cover (Writs and Cuar.es, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Wits, J., said that it had been argued that an appearance “‘ under 
protest ’’ was an appearance for all purposes. It was obvious that the 
appearance was either bad or good, and either way the defendant’s rights 
were not affected. For if the appearance was bad then there had been no 
appearance at all, whereas if it were good the case fell within the principle 
laid down by Mathew, J., in Mayer v. Claretie(7 Times L. R. 40)—viz., that 
an appearance unqualified by protest did not take away the defendant’s 
right to object to the jurisdiction, if he gave notice of his objection at the 
time he entered his appearance. His lordship agreed with that decision, 
and thought that the defendant’s contention in the present case was right. 
The case differed from Davis v. André (38 W. R. 437, 24 Q. B. D. 598) and 
— cases in which it had been held that a conditional appearance was 
bad. 

Cuar.es, J., agreed, and said that in Mayer v. Claretie there was an 
unconditional appearance accompanied by a notification on a separate 
piece of paper that the defendant would object to the jurisdiction. In 
the present case the appearance stated on its face that the reason for 
appearing under protest was to preserve the defendant’s right to object to 
the jurisdiction. The notification was none the worse for being on the 
same piece of paper as the appearance, and the judgment of Mathew, J., 
in Mayer vy. Claretie was therefore applicable to this case. Appeal 
allowed.—CounsreL, Lawson Walton, Q.C., and Scott Fox; Danckwerts. 
Soricrrons, Maples, Teesdale, § Co., for Leitch, Dodd, Bramwell, §& Bell, 
Newcastle-on-Tyne; Baillie. 

[Reported by F. O. Ronryson, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REG. v. HARRIS.—C. C. R., 29th April. 
Crimmyat Law—EmpezzLement—Cierk or Servant. 


Case stated by the chairman of the Monmouthshire Quarter Sessions. 
The prisoner was indicted for having, when employed as servant to Eli 
Jones, embezzled certain moneys received by him on account of Eli Jones 
his master. Eli Jones (the prosecutor) was an overseer of the parish of 
Llanellan, and had agreed with the other overseers to collect the rates for the 
half year ending the 29th of September, 1891. He requested the prisoner 
to collect the rates and to keep the books, which the prisoner agreed to 
do for the remuneration of £3. The ptisoner accordingly took complete 
charge of the collection of the rates. ‘There was no evidence that the pro- 
secutor gave any orders to the prisoner, or interfered with him in the 
collection of the rates. The prisoner entered the money received in the 
proper books and paid a part of it to the overseers. On giving up the 
books at the end of the period the prisoner handed over a sum which he 
represented to be the balance due from him with the exception of a few 
shillings. It was subsequently discovered that a sum of £30 had not been 
accounted for by the prisoner; this sum he never made good. The 
prisoner was convicted. The question upon which the opinion of the 
court was requested was whether the prisoner was the servant of the 
prosecutor. It was contended on behalf of the prisoner that he was the 
agent and not the servant of the prosecutor: R. v. Bowers (L.R. 10. C.R. 
41), and R. v. Negus (L. R. 2 C. C. R. 34), were cited. 

Lord Cotertpar, C.J.—I think that the case of R. v. Bowers is a strong 
authority in favour of the prisoner in this case. There five judges con- 
curred in the judgment which was delivered by Erle, C.J. He says that 
the cases decide that ‘‘ a person who is employed to get orders and receive 
money, but who is at liberty to get those when and. receive that money 


Where and when he thinks proper, is not a clerk or servant within the 


meaning of the statute.” That describes the nature of the em 
of the prisoner in the present case, and in to that I 
think, although with reluctance, that this conviction ought to be quashed. 


Hawnkins, Cavz, Day, and Wiis, JJ., concurred. Conviction quashed. 
—Counsst, Marchant. Sottcrron, FE. R. Williams, for Nesbitt, Aber- 


gavenny. 
| Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law. | 


HENDERSON v. THORN—2nd May. 


LANDLORD AND Tenant— Breaca or Covenant To Reparn — Mernop or 
ASSESSING DAMAGES. 


This was a motion on behalf of the defendant to set aside the findings 
and judgment of the official referee in an action brought to recover 
damages for breach of covenant to repair. Bya lease dated the Ist of 
March, 1871, the plaintiff demised to the defendant certain premises, con- 
sisting of a house and garden, for a term of twenty-one years from the 
25th of December, 1870. The lease contained the usual covenants on the 
part of the defendant to keep the premises in repair during the continu- 
ance of the term, and to deliver up the premises in repair at the end 
thereof. In January, 1888, the plaintiff delivered to the defendant a 
notice requiring the defendant to execute the repairs — in the 
notice. These repairs were not executed, and on the 11th of Feb . 
1890, the plaintiff commenced an action against the defendant in which he 
claimed £425 15s. for the breach of the covenant to repair. The defend- 
ant denied liability, but paid £235 intocourt. The plaintiff accepted that 
sum in satisfaction of the claim in respect of which it was paid into court, 
and the action was discontinued. The lease expired by effluxion of time 
on the 25th of December, 1891. On the 6th of April, 1892, the plaintiff 
commenced a fresh action against the defendant, ing in his statement 
of claim that since the date of the former action, and during the continu- 
ance of the term, there had been a further breach of the covenant to keep 


in repair, and alo alleging a breach of the covenant to deliver up in 
repair at the end of the term. In respect of these two breaches the - 
tiff claimed £1,324 7s. 8d. The £235 which had been paid into court in the 


first action had not been expended in executing the repairs to the b 
and no repairs were in fact done between the date of that action and the ter- 
mination of the lease. The particulars of repairs required delivered in the 
second action shewed that the plaintiff was claiming in respect of all repairs 
required to be done, including both those which had been specified in the 
particulars in the first action, and also some further repairs, such as - 
ing, which the defendant was not bound to do until the end of the 4 
The defendant pleaded that the plaintiff could not recover in 
respect of any breaches in respect whereof the £235 paid into court in the 
first action had been accepted; in the alternative the defendant paid 
£238 8s. 8d. into court. The action was referred to the official referee, who 
found that £571 5s. was to put the premises into repair ; 
this sum he deducted the £235 paid into court and accepted _— plaintiff 
in the previous action, and also a percentage for depreciation, and gave 
judgment for the plaintiff for £74 16s. 4d. in addition to the £238 8s. 

paid into court. The defendant moved to set this award aside on the 
ground that, the previous action having been brought by the plaintiff to 
recover £425 15s. in respect of breaches of covenant which were identical 
with some of the breaches of covenant sued upon in this action, and the 
sum of £235 having been paid into court in respect of the plaintiff's 
ia the previous action, and accepted by the plaintiff in full satisfaction 
discharge of such claim, the official fe a ought to have assessed damages 
in respect only of such breaches of covenant sued upon in this action as 
were not sued upon in the previous action, and that the official referee was 
wrong in asses the ee in respect of all the breaches of covenant 
sued upon in this action ucting from the amount thereof the sum of 


£235. 
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Tue Covrt (Writs and Lawrance, JJ.) dismissed the ap 
opinion that the method adopted by the official referee in 
damage was correct, for the measure of recoverable in the two 


actions was not the same. In the first action the plaintiff could only 
recover damages for the injury to his reversion, whereas in the second action 
the amount recoverable would represent the sum n to put the 


premises into repair. Appeal dismissed.—Counset, Witt, Q.C., W. B. 
Ball, and F. O. Robinson ; Jelf, Q.C., and Martelli, Soxscrrors, 
Hawksford, Bennett, § Co. ; Jull § Godfrey. 

[Reported by F. 0. Rontysox, Barrister-at-Law. | 


REG. v. THOMPSON—C. C. R., 29th April. 
Crimtnat Law—Evipence—Parisonen’s Conrgssion—ADMISSIBILITY. 


This was a case reserved by the Westmoreland Quarter 
risoner was indicted for em the moneys of his masters, the 
<endal Union Gas and Water Co. A witness named Crewdson, 
the chairman of the company and the 
prisoner was apprehended, was called to prove a confession of the prisoner. 
Before giving his evidence as to this (which was objected to) he stated in 
cross-examination that before the confession was made 
prisoner’s brother, ‘‘ It will be the right thing for 
to make a clean breast of it,’’ and he was not 
the words “‘ it will be better for Marcellus, &c.’’ 
he said would be communicated to the prisoner, but he 
any hope that criminal proceedings would not be taken. 
statement as to his interview with the wig ye brother 
evidence as to what took at it, ted othe prone 

the 


details of the interview had communicated to 


o 





was contended by prisoner’s counsel at the trial 
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Crewdson were inducements to confess held out to the prisoner by a 
person in authority, and that evidence of a subsequent confession was 
inadmissible: 2. v. Warringham (2 Denison, 447), R. v. Bate (11 CoxC. C. 
686), R. v. Fennell (7 Q. B. D. 147). The justices decided that the 
confession was voluntary and admitted the evidence. The prisoner was 
convicted. The question was whether the evidence of the confession was 
rightly received. 


The judgment of Tue Court (Lord Corerince, C.J., Hawxrys, Cave, 
Day, and Wu1s, JJ.) was delivered by Cave, J.—‘lhe question in this 
case is whether a particular admission made by the prisoner was admissible 
in evidence against him. This is a question which must necessarily arise 
for decision in a number of cases both at petty and quarter sessions, and 
to my mind it is very unsatisfactory that the principle which must guide 
the decisicn of magistrates in these cases should be loosely or 
confusedly interpreted. Many reasons may be urged in favour of the 
admissibility of all confessions, subject, of course, to their being tested by 
the cross-cxamination of those who heard and testify of them, and 
Bentham seems to have been of this opinion (Rationale of Judicial 
Evidence, Bk. V., Ch. VI..s. 3). But this is not the law of England. 
By that law, to be admissible a confession must be free and voluntary. If 
it proceeds from remorse and a desire to make reparation for the crime, it 
is admissible. If it flows from hope cr fear excited by a person in authority 
i¢ is inadmissible. On this point the authorities are unanimous. [His 
lordship referred to Taylor on Evidence, Part 2, chap. xv., s. 872, 
aud to R. v. Warringhan (2 Den. C. C. 447), and continued :—] 
Inu Reg. v. Baldry (2 Den. C. C. 430) it is raid by Pollock, C.B., that the 
true ground of the exclusion is not that there is any presumption of law 
that a confession not free and voluntary is false, but that it would not be 
safe to receive a statement made under any influence cr fear. He also 
explains that the objection to telling the prisoner that it would be better 
to speak the truth is that the words import that it would be better for him 
to say something. With this view the statutory caution agrees, which 
commences with the words, ‘‘ You are not obliged to say anything unless 
you desire to do so.’’ These principles are restated and affirmed by the pre- 
sent Lord Chief Justice in Reg. v. Fennell (7 Q. B. D. 147) in the following 
words :—‘‘ The rule laid down in Russell on Crimes is that a confession, 
in order to be admissible, must be free and voluntary; that is, must not 
be extracted by any sort of threats or violence, nor obtained by any direct 
or implied promises, however slight, nor by the exertion of any improper 
influence. It is well known that the chapter in ‘ Russell on Crimes’ con- 
taining that passage was written by Sir E. V. Williams, a great authority 
upon these matters.’’ If these principles and the reasons for them are, 
as it seems impossible to doubt, well founded, they afford to magistrates 
a timple test by which the admissibility of a confession may be decided. 
They have to ask, is it proved affirmatively that the confession was free 
and voluntary—that is, was it preceded by any inducement held out by a 
person in authority to make a statement? If so, and the inducement has 
not clearly been removed before the statement was made, evidence of the 
statement is inadmissible. In the present case the magistrates appeared 
to have intended to state the evidence which was before them and to ask 
our opinion whether on that evidence they did right in admitting the con- 
fe:sion. Now, there was obviously some ground for suspecting that the 
confession might not have been free and voluntary ; and the question is 
whether the evidence was such as ought to have satisfied their minds that 
it was free and voluntary. Unfortunately, in my judgment, the magis- 
trates do not seem to have understood what the precise point to be deter- 
mined was, or what evidence was necessary to elicit it. The new 
evidence now before us throws a strong light on what was the 
object of the interview between Mr. Crewdson and the prisoner’s 
brother and brother-in-law, why he made any communication to 
them, and why he expected what he said would be communicated to the 
prisoner. There is indeed no evidence that any communication was made 
to the prisoner at all; but it seems to me that after Mr. Crewdson’s state- 
ment that he bad spoken to the prisoner’s brother and brother-in-law 
about the desirability of the prisoner’s making a clean breast of it, with 
the expectation that what he had said would be communicated to the 
prisoner, it was incumbent on the prosecution to prove whether any, and 
if so, what, communication was actually made to the prisoner before the 
magistrates could properly be satisfied that the confession was free and 
voluntary. e magistrates go on to say that they inferred that the 
details of the interview would be (by which, I suppose, they intend to say 
that oy, me they were) communicated to the prisoner, which seems 
to have been the right inference to draw under the circumstances. They 
add that they found as a fact that the statements made by Crewdson were 
calculated to elicit the truth and that the confession was voluntary. The 
first of these findings, if the ruling of Pollock, C.B., in Reg. v. Baldry is 
(as I take it to be) correct, is entirely immaterial. The second finding, if 
it is a corollary from the first, does not follow from it, and if it is an 
independent finding is not warranted by the evidence ; and as the question 
for us is whether this finding was warranted by the evidence, I feel com- 
pelled to say that in my judgment it was not. Taking the statement of 
Mr. Crewdson to have been, ‘‘ It will be the right thing for Marcellus to 
make a statement,’ and that that statement was communicated to the 
prisoner, I should say that that communication was calculated, in the lan- 
guage of Pollock, C.B., to lead the prisoner to believe that it would be better 
tor him to say something. All this, however, is matter of conjecture ; and 
I prefer to put my judgment on the ground that it is the duty of the 
prosecution to prove, in case of doubt, that the prisoner’s statement was free 
and voluntary, and that they did not discharge themselves of this obliga- 
tion. Conviction quashed.—Counser, Shee, Q.C., and Cavanagh ; Segar. 
Souicrrors, R. F. Thomson, Kendal; John Bolton, clerk of the peace, 
Kendal. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re HOWELL THOMAS—Q. B. Div., 27th April. 


Soticrrors—AGREEMENT WITH CLIENT AS TO Costs—AppLicaTion To Ser 
AsmpE stcH AGREEMENT—JURISDICTION OF MASTER TO HBAR SUCH APPLI~ 
CATION—SumMoNns For Brit or Costs anp Casn Account—So icitors 
Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 28), 8. 8. 

Appeal from an order of Kennedy, J., at chambers, affirming an order 
of Master Archibald, raising the question whether a master has juris- 
diction to hear an application under section 8 of the Solicitors Act, 
1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 28), to set aside an agreement made with a 
solicitor as to payment of costs. The application was made by a 
summons on behalf of Mr. James Frasier Jaquess, against Mr. Howell 
Thomas, that he be ordered to deliver within ten days to the said 
James Jaquess or his solicitor the following, namely, 1. An account in 
writing, with dates and items, of all moneys received by him as a solicitor 
from the said James Jaquess during the years 1886 to 1890, both inclusive, 
in connection with, and relating to the clains of Dow Hager Lawrance to 
the Towneley Estates, and supposed accumulated funds arising therefrom, 
and to the two actions of Lawrance v. Norreys and Others in relation to such 
claims and all matters and proceedings connected therewith, and also an 
account of his application of all such moneys, including his fees and 
disburzements and all outlay therein or relating thereto. 2. And on being 
paid forsame to furnish a copy of all the entries and notes made by the 
said Howell Thomas, or by or under his direction, of all the evidence and 
information he obtained during the conduct of the above-mentioned 
matters or relating thereto. 3. All documents, books, briefs, and 
instructions to counsel, bills of costs, drafts, evidence, and proofs, 
and all other papers whatsoever which have at any time been in 
his possession or control relating to the above-mentioned actions, 
matters, and proceedings. 4. That if any agreement was at any 
time entered into by the said James Jaquess with the said Howell 
Thomas as such eolicitor in connection with the said claims, and the said 
actions or other proceedings and matters relating thereto, that the same 
may be set aside or cancelled, and that the costs, fees, charges, and dis- 
bursements in respect of the business done by the eaid Howell Thomas as 
such solicitor may be taxed in like manner as if no such agreement had 
been made. 5. To answer the matters contained in the affidavits of James 
Jaquess and George F. Marrs, or any other affidavits sworn or to be sworn 
in support of this application. 6. And to pay to the said James Jaquess 
or his solicitor, within a time to be named in the order made on this 
application, such sum of money as may be found to be due from the said 
Howell Thomas to the said James Jaquess. 7. And that the said Howell 
Thomas be ordered to pay the costs of and occasioned by this application. 
Such being the form of the summons, when it came before the master 
objection was taken, on behalf of Mr. Howell Thomas, that the summons, 
as drawn, did not apply for a bill of costs and cash account, and a demand 
for the balance, if any, to be paid over to the applicant, and that therefore 
the master had no jurisdiction either under the Solicitors Acts, 1843, or 
1870. Upon this the master held that he could not deal with 
paragraphs 2 and 5 of the summons, but that as to the other para- 
graphs he read them as an application for a bill of costs, cash 
account, and payment of the balance, and, if necessary, to set 
aside the agreement for costs, if any. Kennedy, J., at chambers 
upheld the master’s order, and Mr. Howell Thomas appealed. It was 
now contended for the appellant, in addition to the above objection, that 
the master had no jurisdiction under section 8 of the Solicitors Act, 1870, 
to deal with the application to set aside an agreement made with the 
solicitor as to costs. Section 8 provides that ‘‘ no action or suit shall be 
brought or instituted upon any such agreement ’’—that is, an agreement 
between a solicitor and client as to costs—‘‘ but every question respecting 
the validity or effect of any such agreement may be examined and deter- 
mined, and the agreement may be enforced or set aside, without suit or 
action, on motion or petition of any person, a party to such agreement,” 
&c. It was now contended that the words ‘‘ on motion or petition’’ in 
this eection, shewed that the master had no jurisdiction in the matter ; 
that a petition was the appropriate form in the Court of Chancery, and a 
motion the appropriate form in the Court of Queen’s Bench before the 
Judicature Act, and that that Act had made no difference, so that such 
application could only be made to a judge, and could not be made to a 
master. 

Tue Court (Wits and Cuartes, JJ.) held that since the Judicature 
Acts the master has jurisdiction to hear the application, and the practice 
had been to make all such applications to a master in the first instance, 
and they also upheld the master’s decision on the former objection. Ap- 
peal dismissed.—Counser, Danckwerts ; Rolland. Soxictrors, Wontner § 
Sons; F. Rolt. 

[Reported by Sir Suzrstox Baker, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 


SOLICITOR SUSPENDED FOR ONE YEAR. 
28 April—Henry Horatio Fansnawe. 








In a recent case before the Court of Appeal it was stated that the action 
had been going on for thirty-five years and that there had been eighty 
orders as to costs, and that if the inquiry directed by the order made by 
the judge below were carried through it would be necessary to investigate 
the whole of the bills of costs which had been taxed and paid in pur- 
suance of the eighty orders. The Court of Appeal declined to allow this 
extensive and expensive investigation to take place, 
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LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
GeneraL Meerina. 


A special general meeting of the members of the Incorporated Law Society 
was held on Friday, 28th ult., at the society’s hall, Chancery-lane, the 
president, Mr. Ricuarp Pewninoron, taking the chair. 


QUESTIONS. 


Mr. Cuarzizs Forp (London) had given notice to move as follows :—‘‘ That 
in the opinion of this meeting, where notice of a question to be asked at a 
general meeting is printed upon the notice paper relating to such meeting, it 
shall be competent for the member, when asking such question, to state his 
reasons for doing so.”” He, however, said he would prefer to put it by way 
of a question. He asked whether it would not be competent to state the 
reasons for asking the question, the speech to be limited to, say, five minutes. 

The Presipent: The practice of the House of Commons is, as Mr. Ford 
knows, the other way. 

Mr. Foxp said that the practice of the House of Commons was not always 
of such a character that it was desirable the council should try to follow it, 
but he would accept the president’s answer. 


Courts or ARBITRATION.—AUDIENCE IN THB Hicu Court. 


Mr. Forp asked in accordance with notice: ‘‘ Whether the council have 
considered, or will consider, the desirability of establishing Courts of 
Arbitration cn the lines of that lately founded in the City of London, and 
which was called into existence owing to the delay and expense involved 
when recourse is had to Her Majesty’s Supreme Court of Judicature ? 
Farther, whether the council is not of opinion that the interests of suitors 
require that solicitors should have a right of audience in the High Court 
with a view to reducing the costs of litigation ? ” 

The Presipent: At present we have no experience with regard to the 
City Chamber of Arbitration. We do not know what has been the result 
there, and the council, therefore, have not considered the d:sirability of 
establishing courts of arbitration on these lines. It would probably be 
rather premature to do so at the present moment. With regard to the 
second part of the question, as far as I know, the opinion of the council is 
that it would not be to the interest of suitors that solicitors should have the 
right of audience in the High Court. That pore. 4 I suppose, means 
fasion. From what I have gathered the general sense of the profession is 
against fusion rather than in favour of it. 

Mr. Forp said that his question was not at all directed to the matter of 
fusion—quite the contrary. 

The Presitpent: I thoughtit appeared to be involved, Mr. Ford. 


LeGaL Epvcation. 


Mr. Forp asked the president in accordance with notice: “ If his atten- 
tion has been called to the recent congress of articled law students at 
Derby, and whether the council have considered the resclutions passed at 
that congress, or propose to take any, and if so, what, steps in the direction 
of say | a better system of legal education for articled clerks in England 
and Wales?” 

The Presmpent: This subject is now under the consideration of the 
Examioation Committee, who will very shortly, I hope, make a report to the 
council upon it, In the meantime it would probably be inconvenient that I 
should say anything further at a public meeting. e report, I may say, is 
actually at the present moment in draft, so that it is in a forward state. 

Mr. Forp moved the following resolution, of which he had given notice :— 
“That in the opinion of this meeting the new scheme for providing logal 
education for articled clerks, as promulgated by the council, is as unsatis- 
factory as the former scheme, which was abandoned for want of support 
from articled clerks ; and this meeting is further of opinion that in this new 
scheme there is no sufficient recognition of the rights conferred upon articled 
clerks by scction 8 of the Solicitors Act, 1877, which contains the following : 
‘All moneys paid to the society in a of this Act, in respect of the 
preliminary, intermediate, and final examinations, shall be applied by the 
society in payment of the expenses from time to time incurred by the society 
with reference to such examinations, and with reference to the lectures, 
classes, and other teaching provided by the society from time to time for 
persons bound, or about to be bound, under articles of clerkship to solicitors.” 
He said he was disappointed with the brevity with which the president had 
dealt with the question he had placed upon the agenda paper, because the 
——- had made really no reference whatever to the congress at Derby in 

ecember. He might fairly urge that if the students of the country felt the 
gravity of the subject so deeply it might be assumed that the state of things 
was not satisfactory. He would have been glad if the meeting could have 
been informed whether cr not the council considered that any kind of success 
had attended the somewhat novel scheme they had lately introduced in 
consequence of the unfortunate financial breakdown of the plan in vogue 
hitherto. The Derby Congress was attended by representatives from many 
law students’ societies, an indication that it was a pretty general meeting of 
articled clerks throughout the country who were dissatisfied with the miserable 
abortion called a system of legal education which the society offered thom. 
He had always felt that the society by the council bad not applied to the 
students those funds to which they were entitled by the section of the Act 
he had quoted. Many thousands were received every year under this section, 
and they knew what a very small driblet was applied to the purposes of legal 
education, It was shewn at the congress that £4,000 a year was available 
beyond what was actually expended on behalf of the students. Whilst the 
society made a certain provision in London nothing was done in the provinces, 





Manchester, Birmingham and another town. 
vision for these towns, 


except as regarded Liverpool, 

Why, if ths counell felt called upon to make a 
did they leave a number of other towns without it? It was a pitiable thing 
that the solicitors’ Fee pee Bene! he behindha a bg - of sated, 
tion. The congress obje to the way in whic were a 

ae ae pronounced against the connait'e system of teaching by corres- 
pondence, : 

The Prestpent: What do they say upon that subject ? 

Mr. Forp replied that the said that the new scheme of the society 
failed to satisfactorily provide for the provincial students, and they pocueeen 
that the nature of the tuition to be provided should be based upon the f a 
ing lines :—“ (a) It should comprise principally all the subjects 
for the final and intermediate examinations; (4) It should be solely by means 
of classes as distinct from lectures; (c) Periodical test examinations should 
be conducted.” There might not be great difficulty in criticizing some of the 
suggestions, but that was not the point so much. The question was whether 
the pres-nt system was satisfactory. Amongst other suggestions made by 
the congress was one to the effect “that some degree should be conferred 
upon those students who obtain first class honours at the final examinations.” 
At the bar great inducements were offered. ‘I'hey further suggested “ that the 
finul and honours examinations be combined, and the names published in three 
divisions—viz., honours (in order of merit), first and pass divisions,” and 
‘that all intending articled clerks be com to pass the preliminary law 
examination, and not another in lieu thereof, and that such examination be 
increased in difficulty to the standard of knowledge required by the London 
Matriculation.” 

Mr. W. P. W. Puttirmore (London) seconded the motion, though he 
confessed he did so with a certain amount of reserve, because it the 
new scheme was as unsatisfactory as the former one. He could not say he 
thought much of the co: ence scheme, but he did not think there had 
been sufficient time to judge whether it was or not a success. But he 
seconded the motion more especially because it impressed upon the council the 
consideration of the financial position uf the matter. He had on many occasions 
expressed his own personal opinion that some details of the articled clerke’ 
funds were not altogether applied in accordance with the spirit of the Act, 
and would not therefore now go into the subject further than to say that he 
still adhered to that opinion. The resolution was a very useful one for the 
purpose of calling attention to the subject of the education of articled clerks, 
which ought to be constantly before society, because he did not think 
any subject which came under their purview was beset with so much difficulty. 
It was surrounded with greater difficulties than those which attached to 
other professions from the conflict of what might be called office experience 
and theoretical experience, and also on account of the fact that articled 
clerks were necessarily scattered very widely all over the country, and it 
was only in London and in five or six provincial towns that there was a 
sufficient collection of articled clerks to make cl+sses or lectures possible, 
No doubt the congress at Derby would receive the attention of the council. 
He might criticize some points in relation to it, but thought he would be 
doing better in not going too much into detail, In his opinion there were 
far too many examinations in the present day, and he should be sorry to 
see anything done to extend them. He was opposed to the suggestion as 
to degrees, and also to the pro as to an honours list. It would be 
attempting an impossibility to students in due order of merit, and it 
would be unjust to the men in their subsequent carecr. 

Mr. J. Appison (London) said it was quite clear the subject was divided 
into two heads. ‘be first was the financial } was, the question as to 
whether or not the society did what it ought to do with the money it received 
from the articled clerks, As the president had told the meeting, that 
subject was now being carefully gono into. At tho same time it would be 
very unfortunate if any opinion were to get abroad that there was any doubt 
upon the minds of the council as to whether the funds were properly applied. 
It would be within the recollection of the meeting that some time ago when 
this question was raised the accounts were submitted to the judges who 
criticized them, and they went very carefully and minutely into the applica- 
tion of the funds, and considered that the charges which were made to the 
funds were correct. But, with regard to the pecuniary aspect of the matter, 
even supposing that the cumplaints which were made had been verified to 
any considerable extent, still there would not be any substantial funds 
available for legal education. The figures to which Mr. Ford had alluded 
as given at the congress were something like this. The society received 
from the articled clerks about £7,800, and the charges made against the 
accounts amounted to about £11,700, so that, assuming the mode in which 
the figures were dealt with to be correct, there was an excess of re ape esend 
over income of £3,900. l which 
the society received from the articled clerks. Even supposing that by looking 
minutely into matters a reduction could be made, it would be 


ei 


wipe off the whole £3,900 before the income and expenditure were ht 
level. Then he would ask Mr, Ford, or any other gentleman, what 
surplus he could sup there would be available for articled if 


that were done? He (Mr. Addison) was assured by those who knew a great 
deal about the subject that if it were not for the examinations, and the staff 
required, with room and so on, almost half the building and half the staff 
dispensed with. However, he would not go further into the 
financial side of the question, which would be dealt with in the report which 
would be issued. Then there was the other side of the scheme, which he 
certainly hoped the meeting would not vote upon adversely to the couacil. 
It might be in the recollection of some members that he had read a at 
Plymouth on the subject of legal education, in which he had pointed 
for reasons which had appeared to him to be obvious, the lectures, 
one time were very largely attended 
The council were quite unable to 
either in the lectures or the lecturers, 
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lecturers selected by the council would be perfectly satisfied that they had 
selected quite as good men in recent years as they had thirty years ago; and 
yet, thirty years ago, when the number of students was very much less than 
now, the hall used to be crowded, whereas now they could not get an 
attendance of even twenty or thirty, and the number was gradually dimin- 
ishing. The council could come to no other conclusion than that lectures 
were not the form in which students desired to receive their education. There 
were a great number of able gentlemen who were teaching them—and prob- 
ably very efficiently—what was necessary for them to learn in order to pass 
their examination. It did occur to the council that they fairly could not see 
their way to continue the lectures, and that they would try what could be 
done in the shape of classes. Before the council adopted that course, they 
communicated with all the provincial societies and received suggestions from 
them, and they also communicated with the various articled clerks’ societies. 
The council received suggestions from these also, and the step which had been 
taken was the outcome of those communications. All the council wanted to 
do was to give the system a trial. With regard to the resolutions which had 
been come to by the articled clerks at Derby, the meeting might be quite 
sure that the council would give them full consideration. The difficulty 
that was felt was that of providing any legal tuition which should reac 
clerks in what might be called the agricultural districts. Something might 
be done for Manchester and other big cities, but the council did not receive 
any communication from any places in the country to help them, and they 
did not see how they could fix upon any local centres in agricultural die- 
tricts which would be available generally to articled clerks; and unless the 
council had very large funds at their disposal, much larger than they were 
ever likely to have, they could not scatter tuition broadcast over the country. 
It would be seen that the income was really very small for what had to be 
done with it. The council would be very glad if it was three or four times as 
large, that they might spend a considerable portion on articled clerks. He 
did not think that any of the members had more at heart the interests of 
articled clerks than had the council asa body. Certainly he himself and the 
members of the Examination Committee had taken very great interest in the 
subject, but the difficulties were very great, and they had to give their 
consideration to all sides of the question, financial and otherwise. 
Sm Arsert Roizit, M.P. (London), said the subject of legal education 
was, to his mind, one of the most important with which the council could 
poesibly occupy themselves. He assured the meeting that the council had 
of their own accord taken action in the matter long ago. Considerably 
before the = pee was held, he had moved that the question of the educa- 
tion of articled clerks and the apportionment of the funds available for that 
purpose was a matter which should be taken into consideration by the council, 
and the proposal was that a special committee should be formed for the pur- 
pose of directing tho teaching of the society, and also to report upon the 
question of the appropriation of the funds. It was true that that motion 
had not been accepted quite in that form, but ultimately the whole question, 
as he had proposed it long before the Derby meeting, had been referred to 
the examination committee, and that committee was dealing, at this moment, 
with the questions involved. He was quite sure that both the meeting and 
the articled clerks might rest assured that the financial aspect of the matter 
would not be lost sight of. The committee was prepared to deal with it 
most impartially. It was a difficult and complex question, involving most 
important points of principle and detail, but he was quite satisfied a perfectly 
fair view of the matter would be taken. On the committee, not only one 
view but both, in fact several, views were represented and had been 
expressed, and at no distant date, when the report was published, he 
was quite sure the society would be in possession of the real facts 
of the case, and he hoped the view taken of the question would commend 
itself as coming through the council. With regard to teaching by corre- 
spondence anyone who had had any experience of teaching at all must know 
that that was a matter of considerable difficulty, and he was not going to 
d to the challenge of Mr. Ford, to say what was the opinion of any 
individual member of the council. The council modestly said, “ Try it for 
a time and be guided by experience.” He would quote a very high 
authority, namely, Professor Sidgwick, on the snbject. When, with the 
President, he (Sir Albert Rollit) was under examination on behalf of the 
society before the London University Commission, he had bad an opportunity 
of having put to him certain questions upon the subject by Professor 
Sidgwick. The answers, which were as tentative as the observations of 
y, had been received in a spirit of satisfaction by the commission, but 
Professor Sidgwick had volunteered the observation that in his early tutorial 
days he had attempted tuition by correspondence, and had been greatly 
struck with the success that had attended it. ‘The general impression he 
(Sir Albert Rollit) had derived from Professor Sidgwick’s observations was 
that the council were quite justified in trying that as an element in the 
education of articled clerks. But several of the council felt strongly that no 
tuition largely on these lines could be regarded as adequate and complete. 
Higher teaching by lectures and otherwise was essential for the formation of 
the mind and character of a lawyer, and he did not think the society were 
meanwhile content with what was being done. His object in moving for 
that committee was a considerable development of the teaching of the 
institution. The proposition that a degree should follow seemed to him at 
variance with the fundamental idea of a degree at all. A degree was 
conferred by a university for a much greater breadth of teaching than could 
be given by any particular teaching institution. A degree, from the very 
association of the name with a university, indicated a much wider range 
of study than that of tuition for a special profession. Therefore, he thought 
a good deal would have to be said before some of them would be convinced 
that paesing a professional examination however high could justify the 
conferring of that which indicated university teaching. He should rather 
hope that the direction of the society’s teaching won be to so widen the 


bounds of the London University, and fo it in contact with the various 
that higher education, so usefvl and 


teaching bodies, that those who desire 


he ventured to say so remunerative to the profession, would be placed in a 
position to get the highest culture with the best means of adapting that 
culture to the practice of their profession. 

Mr. Forp suggested that the consideration of the question should be 
adjourned to the next general meeting, when they would have before them 
the report of the council upon this very important matter. They had not 
to concern themselves with agricultural districts but with large masses of 
population, where there were a large number of articled clerks without 

| provision for education. It would be an advantage if the council, in matters 
of this kind, were to take the general body of members more into their 
confidence, in which case the members would have had the suggestions of 
| the articled clerks before them. He took it that the system of education had 
proved nothing but a failure, and that the council were now occupied in 
considering some other. 
The Presipent asked the meeting whether the subject should be adjourned 
and, there being no response, put the motion, which was negatived, Mr. Ford 
alone voting for it. 





Haut anv Orrices, 


The following notice stood upon the paper :— 
Mr. F. R. Parker will call attention to the crowded condition of the 
| society’s hall and offices, owing to the vast increase in the number of the 
| members and in the official business of the society, and will move :—‘ That 
| the council be requested to decide at an early date upon the plans of the new 
buildings to be erected when the Chancery Lane leases fall in.”’ 

Mr, H. R. Grrentz (London) said that Mr. Parker was not well enough to 
attend, and asked if he might move the resolution. 

The Present replied that Mr. Parker had asked that the consideration 
of the subject should be adjourned, and that course would therefore be 
adopted. 





Liprary. 


The consideration of the following notice was also postponed :—‘ Mr. F, 
R. Parker will call attention to the desirability of keeping the library 
catalogue up to date, will enquire when the first triennial ay will be 
published, and will move: ‘That the list of new books added to the library 
be printed annually in a convenient form, and be circulated at cost price to 
such members as may subscribe therefor in advance,’ ” 


Cuancery REGIsTRARS, 


Mr. W. Goppen (London), in accordance with notice, moved: ‘‘ That-it is 
not expedient that the office of the Chancery Registrars should be abolished, 
or that their duties should be merged in the general duties of the Judges’ 
Chief Clerks ; but that it is expedient that effectual measures should be taken 
for still further uvoiding delays in the drawing-up of the Chancery orders.” 
He said that in bringing on the motion it was right he should inform the 
meeting that he did so not as a member of the Council but as an individual 
member of the Society. It might also be convenient to the meeting shortly 
to be reminded of what had taken place in recent years with reference to the 
proposed amalgamation of the office of registrars with the other offices so 
that they might exactly know how matters stood at present. The office 
of registrars was reconstituted in 1833. At that time by Act of Par- 
liament there were appointed six registrars and eight clerks, and it would 
be within the knowledge of the meeting that at that time the Chan- 
cery Judges were Lord Chencellor Brougham, Sir J. Leach, Master of 
the Rolls, and Sir Lancelot Shadwell, Vice-Chancellor, and therefore there 
were six registrars and eight clerks to draw up the orders of three 
judges. By successive Acts of Parliament the number was increased— 
in 1842 to ten registrars and sixteen clerks, in 1851 another registrar 
was added, and in 1867 power was given to appoint a twelfth and thir- 
teenth registrar and additional clerks. At the present time there were 
twelve registrars, thirteen clerks, twelve assistant clerks, two clerks for 
entries, two cause clerks and a petition clerk, the office consisting altogether 
of forty-two members, That was somewhat important when they came to 
consider the suggestion that the office should be amalgamated with the chief 
clerks. The qualification for appointment to the office was five years’ service 
under articles or admission as a solicitor, and, therefore, the gentlemen who 
were intended ultimately to exercise the very important duties of registrars, 
started with a legal education. The Acts of Parliament had also provided 
that vacancies should be Alled up, both in the registrars and clerkships, by 
the seniors next in rotation. He did not propose to discuss whether this was 
a good plan or not, but, at all events, it had the advantage that it secured to 
those exercising the duties of registrars, that they should have had a long period 
of experience, and, in a very great degree, the duties they had to perform were 
duties for which experience specially qualified them. In 1880 the duties of 
the registrars were settled, and at that time, orders of course were transferred 
from the Rolls to the registrars. The next point was the resolutions of 
Lord Esher’s committee, which sat in 1885 and reported in 1886, and 
these resolutions were the source of the present suggestions. That was the 
committee of which two solicitors were members, Mr, Henry Roscoe and Mr. 
Thomas Marshall, and several solicitors were examined before the committee. 
The committee recommended that the staff should be brought under 
the control of the judges by attaching to each judge a sufficient number of 
c'erks to do all business, including the drawing of orders and taxations, 
and it further suggested that vacancies in the registrars and taxing 
masters’ departinents should be filled up by appointing additional chief 
clerks avd other clerks to act with the present chief clerks, so that 
the drawing up of orders and the taxation of costs should be brought 
more under the control and supervision of the judges, By that means 
by degrees the registrars and taxing masters were to be abolished, 
clerks of equal quality being assigned to each judge. That report was 
not altogether carried out by the evidence upon which it was founded. 
Certainly some of the judges were not of that opinion. Mr. Justice Pear- 
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son in particular protested against this recommendation. These recom- 
mendations had never been carried out. Last year a committee of the 
Law Society had sat under Mr, Hunter's presidency, and had gone very 
carefully into the matter, and their suggestion was the Registrar's 
Office should not be interfered with. In July last year yd ype ae had issued 
a report dealing with changes in the procedure, and uced the 
suggestions of Lord Esher’s Committee, and recommended they should 
be carried into effect, the reason they gave being that they did not desire to 
disturb the relations between the judges and the chief clerks, but approved 
of the amalgamation of the officers and staff, and that the drawin up of 
orders should be simplified. In August last year the Law ety 
Committee considered these resolutions and recorded their opinion that 
it was objectionable to abolish the registrars, giving as their reason 
that great skill and care was necessary in the drawing up ef orders. 
At the Provincial meeting at Norwich the President in his address said :— 
“With great deference to the opinion of the committee of 1885, now 
endorsed by the council of judges, I venture to think that it would not 
be of advantage to the suitor that the separate offices of registrars 
and taxing masters should be abolished. The judgments of the 
Chancery Division differ so widely from those of the Queen’s Bench 
Division that no comparison can be made between them. If the 
committee intend to suggest that those who made orders in the Chancery 
Division should draw them up, I venture to think such a change of practice 
would be undesirable. It does not at all follow that the best man 
to draw up a Chancery order is he who made it. Indeed, in heavy and com- 
plicated cases—and they are numerous in the Chancery Division—the 
advantages of the present system have frequently been made apparent. I 
believe it is desirable that the registrars should be entirely independent of 
the chief clerks, and I consider it to be of the utmust ee that the 
independence of the taxing masters should be preserved, and that they 
should be interfered with as little as possible in the performance of the 
duties entrusted to them. I learn with satisfaction that the Council of 
Judges do not recommend the disturbance of the existing relations between 
the judges of the Chenery Division and their chief clerks.” In December 
the committee of the Society appointed by the Council again reported, 
objecting to the abolition of the registrars. The Bar Committee also 
considered the judges resolutions in December, and reported that Chancery 
orders were unavoidably long and intricate, requiring special qualifications 
and experience, and that the drawing up duty should be distinct from the 
working out, also that uniformity of procedure required two sets of officers. 
They further went on to say that they thought there would be considerable 
disadvantage in attaching particular taxing masters to particular judges. 
That brought the matter down to the present time as far as the history of the 
position went, and he had not found a single report in favour of the proposed 
abolition and amalgamation, except that of Lord Esher’s committee which 
had been adopted subsequently by the judges, but he thought it would be 
found that the report of Lord Esher’s Committee was not in accordance with 
the evidence. One other point he might mention. As he understood ity the 
suggestion was that the forty-two individuals who at present carried out, as 
far as he knew without complaint, the duties of the registrar’s 
office, were to be merged into the chief clerk’s office, a sort of 
fusion which seemed to him a step backward which might be 
illustrated by what had happened since. The winding-up jurisdiction 
had been assigned to a particular judge, and many an order appeared under 
the winding-up orders, not made by the judges, he thought, but by the Chan- 
cellor and the department by which a new registrar was appointed. He 
would be the thirteenth registrar if he sat with the others and he (Mr, 
Godden) wished he were a full registrar and did so. But instead of that he 
was a registrar only for the purpose of winding-up business under the 
winding-up judge, and of such other business as he might have. ‘They all 
knew that every week debenture actions were referred to tho winding-up 
judge, and therefore fell within the jusisdiction of that court. By the order 
of last year he would have all the powers and duties, and was bourd to 
exercise all the powers and duties of a registrar, a taxing-master, and a chief 
clerk, so that her Majesty’s subjects who were interested in debenture actions 
had to go before one judge. His orders were drawn up by a registrar ; the 
same gentleman posse | in the next room as chief clerk to work them out, 
and in a third room as taxing master to tax the costs. He did not think 
that was a fair administration of justice. It seemed to him a very retrogade 
step, and that the administration of justice would not be of the character it 
ought to be if that rule were adopted. He thought the additional judge 
should be made a full judge in chancery and the winding-up business 
restored, and the working out of orders restored to the regularly experienced 
and skilled officers of the court. The registrars sat in court and afforded 
the greatest help to the judges, in fact, the additional judge in chancery must 
find it of the greatest assistance to be able to say to the registrar “ usual 
order,”’ and it would puzzle him if he had to say anything else to indicate 
the terms of the order in a foreclosure or pedi action or in any other 
coraplicated matter, with which only a skilled registrar could deal. The 
registrars also performed many other duties. The system of diverting 
business had largely relieved them of many orders, but it was not a 
judicious use of the power of the legal officers of the country to divert 
business in that way. It would be, surely, a better step to restore to the 
registrars some other business which they might well do. They were well 
acquainted with all procedure; they might grant orders on Fey oat 
matters. It had been suggested, and, he thought, with reason, that there 
might be functions of that sort conferred eon em. He asked the pe eens | 





to affirm that the principle of keeping the duties separate should be adh 
to, and that the registrars and taxing masters should not be merged with the 
chief clerks, 

Mr. O, G. Kexewicu (London) seconded the motion. He considered the 
chancery orders of great importance to the solicitor branch of the profession, 
and that they should be drawn up well was good for clients, and. 


therefore 








good for solicitors. In the evolution of practice there had been of late too 
cheapness, 


much attention paid to and to a considerable extent there was a 
tendency to oe accuracy and soundness If the of drawing up 
+ cery orders was to be altered it must be seriously considered whether 
their accu 


and soundness were affected by the change. The onl - 
tion for altering the system was contained in Lord Esher’s report. ” Without 


disrespect to the j who were the lawmakers in this case, he would point 
out that this was entirely a matter of chancery practice. On the council of 
judges the chancery judges were in a minority, and if they had voted solid 


against the resolu which were carried, they would still have been utterly 
swamped by the common law jud So far as this was concerned he did 
not think too much be given to the recommendations of the 
committee of 1892, and so we were en back to the recommendations of 
1885. It could be readily seen by reading the evidence and resolutions that 
the recommendations were not unanimous. The late Sir John Pearson had 
made a very important dissent from the recommendations. He (Mr. Keke- 
wich) a ee argue that the recommendations were against 
the weight of evidence. There was a strong dissent among the witnesses 
from any suggestion of fusion of the duties of chief clerks and managers. 
Witness after witness had spoken against it. The advantages of the = 
system were that the uniformity of system was p , and mach ¢ 
was derived from the relation between the registrars and the judges, and the 
great skill and practice acquired in the course of drawing up the orders by 
the registrars. He believed the new system would aot be found to work. 
At the same time he did not uphold the present system of drawing 
chancery orders as the best that could be devised by human ingenuity. It 
had lasted a long time, but there were faults to be found in it, and one of 
these was that of delay. To those who knew the work, it was wonderful in 
how short a time an order could be got through; but if the thing was 
allowed to go along its ordinary 1 , it would take an unreasonable time, 
He therefore suggested that in the first place some alteration should be made 
in the time the order takes in going through the registrar's office; that some 
of the appointments to examine ments, which were still kept, should 
be done away with, by which he believed time would be saved. He should 
also wish to adopt the suggestion made by one witness before the committee 
of 1885, that the registrars should be utilised in doing some other work well 
within their abilities and natural province—they might make a few orders 
relating to the paymaster's department. At present they had a of all 
pay office orders, and had great experience in their working out. He would 
suggest that their ability should be utilised in making them originate a few 
orders themselves—giv them a sort of semi-judicial fanction. The 
registrars ought to be retained to draw up orders, but at the same time some- 
thing should be done towards expediting the business of the court, and also 
utilising their skill and experience. 

Mr. Forp opposed the motion, and moved as.an amendment to omit the 
whole of its first part which concluded with the words ‘‘Jadge’s Chief 
Clerks, but.” The amendment would therefore read ‘“‘ That it is expedient that 
effectual measures ehould be taken for still further avoiding delays in the 
drawing up of chancery orders.” There was a consensus of opinion that their 
was great delay in pape 1g They were not justified by what had been 
said by the mover or in coming to the conclusion that the 
registrars should not be abolished. The whole thing was highly unsatis- 
factory, and it would be well if they were got rid of and more chief clerks 
were appointed, and they were left to do all the work of the chief clerks and 
registrars too. The question was whether such a change would expedite 
business and make the profession more popular. He copied to the mover 
and seconder that the meeting should contine itself to a declaration in regard 
to which they would be unanimous, and leave it to those who were res, 
to find a solution. He saw no hope for any improvement until the present 
state of practice was radically altered. 

The amendment was not seconded, and the motion was adopted, Mr. Ford 
being the only dissentient. 

On the motion of Mr. Forp a vote of thanks was given to the Chairman, 
and the proceedings terminated. 
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INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Fovat Examtnation, 
The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 11th and 12th of 
April, 1893 :— 





Addams- Williams, Ernest Trevor Cornick, Richard 

Allcock, Frederick btree, William I 

Allinson, Charles Joseph Crawhall, Walter John, B.A. 
Austin, William Creassey, Herbert 

Baldwin, Henry Hall Crocker, Thomas Edward 
Banks, Samuel gpa an vag her. npeahe 

Barnes, Reginald Longmore vies, Jose) 

Bennett, Cecil George Devenish, William Hammon 
Borissow, Clement Louis Dickson, Campbell 

Bowker, Alfred Dodgson, Edward Hauxwell, B.A 
Brooks, Arthur Douglas, B.A. Drakeford, David Josiah, B.A. 
Bullivant, Thomas Draper, Ernest 

Bush, Henry Edgell, B.A. Fawcett, Alfred Stanley 
Cawley, Edward, B.A. Fisher, William 

Clutterbuck, Charles Granville Ford, Mortimer Bruton 
Cobbett, Walter Palmer Forester, Robert — 
Coode, Philip Melvill Fox, Herbert Edward William 














Foyster, Bernard Brereton 
F , James 

Gale, John Edward 
Glover, Arthur John 
Gore, Arthur Holmes 
Greenwood, John James 
Griffiths, Fred James 
Grove, Ernest 

Hair, Archibald 

Hamer, Henry 
Hammond, John 
Hardicker, James Ogden 
Haslam, Arthur 


Herford, Henry John Robberds, B.A. 


Hilieary, George Edward 

Holliday, Samuel Rowland, M.A. 
Hopwood, John Rowland 

Irwin, Henry Dillon 

James, William Edward, B.A. 
Jones, John Herbert 

Lester, John Bingley Garland, B.A. 
— Francis Montague Spencer, 


A 
Lumby, Reginald Jobn Ashley 
Lydall, Herbert Wykeham 
M’Kelvie, George Lockhart, B.A. 
Marchant, Thomas 
Marchant, William Edward Bout- 
land 
Matthews, William Edwin 
Mayo, Charles Joseph, B.A. 
Morrish, Harold Gabriel, B.A. 
Moseley, Richard Evan 
Naish, William 
Nicklin, Herbert John 
Norris, George Goodwin 
Northway, Roland Thomas South- 
ead 


m 
O’ Neill, John Hollier 
Parker, Thomas, B.A. 
Parry, Samuel Price, B.A. 
Passman, Alfred Ernest 
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Paynter, Henry Ernest 
Peachey, Charles Bernard 
Pearson, Alexander 
Porter, Hugh de Bock 
Powell, John Powell Jones 
Powell, Thomas Hopkins 
Prest, Thomas Arthur, B.A. 
Quincey, Augustus Evelyn 
Ramsden, Frederick Herbert 
Rees, Daniel Esmonde 
Roe, William Henry 
Romer, Ralph Cudworth 
Routledge, John 
Russell, Frank F french Bromehead 
Scriven, Charles 
Shapland, Arden Francis Terrell 
Sharples, William Edmund 
Sillem, Louis Richard, B.A. 
Smith, Frederick Charles, BA., 
LL.B. 
Smith, William 
Squire, Alfred Hugh Knight 
Steel, Arthur Dyne, B.A. 
Stokes, Thomas Adrian Owen 
Stratton, Henry Duncan 
Strover, John Bakewell 
Sturges, Gerald Betterton 
Swann, Oliver Howard 
Tait, Dancan John 
Tatham, William Verity 
Thomas, Jobn Frederick 
Thompson, Frederick Henry 
Wallis, Preston Gilbert 
Wells, Leonard Stanley Melville 
White, George Stanley 
White, Willie 
Wigg, Leslie Weston 
Wilson, Edward Lorimer 
Wilson, George Allen, B.A. 
Wocllcombe, Reginald 
Yates, Richard 
Young, Liovel George 





INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 13th of April, 


1893 :— 


Adams, Francis Hamp 

Allen, Richard William 

Armstrong, Herbert Rowse, B.A. 

Armstroug, Richard Harold 

Atkinson, ‘Jyril 

Attenborough, John Arthur 

Attwood, rles Neville 

Bakewell, John 

Berger, Henry John 

Besant, Arthur Robert 

Bird, Arthur Horace, B A. 

Blakely, Wallace William 

Blewitt, Archibald Hargrave 

Bonnor, Ernest Walter 

Bowes, Robert Arthur 

Boycott, William James, B.A. 

Brennan, James 

Brentnall, Percy Smith 

Brooke, Henry, B.A. 

Burgess, Fred 

Buss, Arthur 

Button, Alick James Sewell 

Campbell, Robert Edmund, B.A. 

C , Arthur Bracebridge 

Chapman, Ernest Benjamin 

Cheese, Clement Macmichael 

Clark, John 

Colyer, Alfred Maurice 

Cooke, George Thomas 

Crossman, Alan Fairfax 

—— Richard Owen John, 
-A 


Davis, Charles Henry 
Dell, William, B.A. 
Dixon, Percy William 
Drake, William 
oe oe Launcelot 

wry, Henry Swayne 
Dryedale, William, B A. 
Elwell, Clement Law Stewart, B.A. 
Emmett, Robert William 
Esson, Ernest Cuthbertson 
Ferris, Godfrey Francis 

, William Benjamin 

Gould, Reginald Thomason, B.A. 


Green, Ewin Linton 

Griffiths, William Arthur 

— Gregory Goldsworthy Henry, 
3.A. 


Haddock, Percy 
Hampton, Arthur Samuel 
Harrison, Charles Newton Maberly 
Haymes, John 

Hayward, Albert Harris 
Heathcote, Godfrey 
Henderson, Walter Scott 
Hewlett, Leonard 

Hilton, Edwin Kennedy 
Hilton, Samuel 

Ilindley, George Henry 
Hooper, Charles Alexander, B.A. 
Hooper, Charles Edward Pelly 
Horn, Edward George 
Howden, Douglas Alexander, B.A. 
Howe, Ernest Ward 

Hul!, Edwin Whatson 
Huntley, Frederick 
Hutchinson, George 

Isaacs, Moses Hyman 

James, Siward 
James, William Warwick 
James, Vincent 

Johns, Griffith 

Johnson, Francis Woods 
Johnstone, George Wild 

Jolly, Arthur 

Jones, Daniel William 

Jones, William Haseldine 
Jonghaus, Thomas Chadwick 
Joseph, Arthur Samuel 
Karuth, Cecil Frank 

Kenion, John Graham 

Killick, Henry, B.A. 

Laing, Malcolia 

Leadam, Edward Arthur, B.A. 
Lowless, Ronald Dosson 

M’ Laren, Ronald, B.A. 
M’Master, Alfred 

M’Millin, Charles Douglas Daft 
Malings, Horace 








Marriott, Richard John Singleton, William Edward 
Marshall, Arthur William MontagueSladen, St. Barbe Russell 
Mavrogordato, Lucas John, B.A. Smith, Douglas Edwin 
Miller, Frederick William. B.A. Smith, Thomas Cadman 
Mitchell, Alfred Ernest, B.A. Smyth, John, B.A. 

Money, John Ernle Soars, Frederick Robinson 
Montagu, Edward Henry Stapleton, Clifford Stanhope Staple- 
Munro, Robert Meikle ton 

Nicholas, Walter Powell 
Nicholson, John William 
Nunn, Harry, B.A. 

Nutt, James William 
Oldfield, Lionel Baring, B.A. 
Orme, Harold William 
Owen, William Unwin, Reginald 

Parkinson, Henry Fairfax Wade, Arthur Campbell 
Partington, Thomas Edward, B.A. Wan, 'I’so Seen 

Pead, Charles Augustus Ward, Arthur Henry 

Pears, Hugh Vaughan, M.A. Ward, Joseph William 

Peck, Jasper Owen Walker, William Smith 

Perham, Hamlin Horwood Watson, William Edward 
Poundley, John Wilkes Welton, George 

Pratt, Charles Newton Westwood, Henry Samuel, B.A. 
Preston, Robert Joseph, B.A. Whalley, William 

Rees, David White, Leonard 

Richardson, Frederick William Whiteman, Walter William 
Richmond, Arthur Whiteside, Edward 

Rickards, Alfred Middleton Whitgreave, Charges Vincent 
Ricketts, Ricketts Raymond Williams, Harold Fillingham 
Roberts, Frederic Richard, M.A. Willoughby, Roland Moffatt Pc- 
Rogers, Francis Robert Bickley, B.A. rowne, LL.B. 

Salt, Reginald Nowell Wilson, Joseph Hutchinson, B.A. 
Scott, Herbert Harger Withers, Arthur Mitchell 

Sharp, Howard Wilberforce Wrigley, Herbert Greenwood 
Sharpe, Wallace William Jessop Young, Robert Archibald 

Simister, James Waterhouse 


Syms, Herbert Harrison 
Thacker, Thomas Holmes 
Thwaites, John Kenneth 
Tiddeman, Henry John 
Todd, Gerald Maltby 
Tudor, George 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvupents’ Denatine Socrery.—2nd May—Mr. H. Foden Pattinson 
in the chair.—Mr. Archer M. White opened the debate and moved, ‘‘ That 
the learned professions should be thrown open to women on the same 
terms as they now are to men.”” Mr. Tebbutt opposed. The following 
gentlemen also spoke :—Messrs. Nimmo, Woodhouse, Meredith Hardy, 
T. B. Davies, Risch-Miller, Jones, Alder, Daniell, Armstrong, and Parkes. 
Mr. A. M. White replied. The motion was lost. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orpek or Court. 


Saturday, the 29th day of April, 1893. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Kekewich, 
and Mr. Justice Romer respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the 
causes assigned to Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice 
Stirling, and Mr. Justice Kekewich should, for the purpose only of hearing 
or of trial, be transferred to Mr. Justice Romer; Now I, the Right 
Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the several causes and matters set forth in 
the schedules hereto be accordingly transferred from the said Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice Kekewich 
to Mr. Justice Romer for the purpose only of hearing or of trial, and be 
marked in the cause books accordingly. And this order is to be drawn up 
by the registrar and eet up in the several offices of the Chancery Division 
of the High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Currry. 

1892. 
In re Richerson, dec Scales v Heyhoe 1890 S 2,760 June 16 
1893. 
Scales vHeyhoe 1892 S 4,139 Jan 31 
Marshall v Evans 1891 M 3,881 July 12 
Singer Manufacturing Cov Spence 1892 S 62 Augl5 
Litt v Distington Iron Co, ld 1891 L 3,065 Aug 19 
Nahmaschinen, Fabrik Vormals, Frister & Rossman, Actien Gesellschaft v 

Singer Manufacturing Co 1892 S 168 Nov 19 

Iu re Curling, dec Curling v Scriven 1890 C 3,859 Dec 16 
Rath v Waddington, Rath & Co, ld 1892 R 1,007 Feb8 
Clarke v Foster 1892 C 3,896 Feb 15 
Frankland v Dalton 1892 F 1,509 Feb 28 
In re Southall, dec Onions v Tooley 1892 S 3,153 Marl 
Gray v Stone 1892 G 1,746 Mar6 
Pearson v Asquith 1893 P 71 Mar8 
Thorne v Thorne 1892 H 1,398 Mar13 
In re Mercer, dec Green vy Watson 1892 M 2,023 Mar 14 
Turner v Springall 1893 T 84 Mar 20 : 
Clients’ Investments Co, ld v Collins 1892 C 3,494 Mar 20 
Jones v Great Western Railway Co 1892 J 1,532 Mur 22 
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Hyde Conservative Building Co, ld v Shaw 1892 HT 3,845 Mar 24 
Field v Laitwood 1892 F 1,406 Mar 24 
Crosthwaite v Moorwood 1892 C 2,780 Mar 28 
SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Nori. 


1893. 
Gordon v Ashe 1892 G 1,391 Jan 26 
Slade v A Ross & Cu 1892 S 2.466 Jan 30 
Re Copland Mitchell vy Bain 1892 C 4,064 Jan 31 
Thorougood v Whittaker 1892 T 1,702 Feb1l 
Skelsey v Brearley 1892 S 531 Febl 
Skelsey v Brearley 1892 8S 1,893 Feb1 
Plymouth Breweries ld v Carr 1892 P 1,584 Feb3 
White v Greening 1892 W 4,018 Feb 4 
Midgley vSmith 1892 M 2,555 Febd6 
Winter v Anderson 1892 W 3,491 Feb6 
Evershed v Bell 1892 E 1,540 Feb14 
Re Smout JonesvSmout 1892 S 4,720 Feb18 
Leman v Collier 1890 L 3,386 Feb 20 
Cullins v Beale 1891 C 3,905 Feb 20 


372 Feb 21 
2,567 


Lever v Land Securities Cold 1892 L 

Palmer v Agricultural Co of Mauritius ld 1892 P 

Thomson v Greta Collsld_ 1891 2,142 Feb 28 

Page v Midland Railway Co and determination of question as to liability 
1892 P 3,080 March 1 

Tighe v Grosvenor 1892 T 2,348 March 4 

Re Bent ‘Taylor v Blackwell Adjdsmns March 4 


‘THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Srrr.ine. 


Feb 27 


Palmer v Agricultural Co of Mauri- 
tius, ld 

Mayor, &c, of Oxford v Crow 

Frankland v Dalton 

Thompson v Greta Collieries, ld 

Jessop v Jessop 

Re Southall Onions v Tooley 

Page v Midland Railway Co 

Tighe v Grosvenor 

Re Bent Taylor v Blackwell 

Slater v Ponsford 

Morgan v Williams 

Budgett v Budgett Meakin v Bud- 


gett 
Gray v Stone & Funnell 
Pearson v Asquith 
Roach v Roach 
Learoyd v Halifax Joint - Stock 
Banking Co 
Thorne v Thorne 
Haines v Jarvis 
Re Mercer Green v Watson 
Hardcastle v Townend 
Allen v Billington 





Robinson v Levy 

Isaac v Youn 

Kirkleatham Local Board v Stock- 
ton, &c, Water Board 

Dinn v Lamb 

Turner v Springall 

Clieuts’ Investments Co, ld v Collins 

J — v Great Western Cdlliery Co, 


Martio v Cross 

Laurence v Newmarch 

Barker v Addenbrooke 

Stretton v Sussex Universal and 
Equitable Land Society, ld 

Hyde Conservative Building Co, ld 


v Shaw 
Field v Laitwood 
Pauchen v Warlow 
Rutley v Robinson 
Crosthwai'e v Moorwood 
White v Brown 
Dulfus v Everitt 
Allhusen v Eden 
Allhusen v Eden 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 





1892. 
Brecon & Merthyr Railway Co v Powell Duffryn Steam Coul Cold 1892 


B 389 Nov 10 


1893. 
Re Gordon, Gordon v Stuart 1892 G 1,447 Feb 24 


Learoyd v Halifax Joint Stock Banking Co 1892 L 
1,598 Mar 13 

H 4,904 Mar 14 
Mar 22 
3,172 
228 Mar 23 

Stretton v Sussex Universal and Equitable Land Society 1d 1892 S 


Haines v Jarvis 1892 H 
Hardcastle v Townend 1892 
Martin v Cross 1892 M 3,347 
Laurence v Newmarch 1892 L 
Barker v Addenbrooke 1893 B 


Mar 23 
Pauchen v Warlow 
Rutley v Robinson 
White v Brown 1892 M 
Dulfus v Everitt 1892 D 
Allhusen v Eden 1891 A 
Allhuren v Eden 1893 A 


1893 P 
1892 R 
380 


145 


2,277 
Mar 30 
1,972 Mar 30 
1,619 Mar 30 
Mar 30 


1,528 Mar 10 


Mar 22 


763 


348 Mar 27 
Mar 27 


FOURTH SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 


893. 
Smaridge v Prowse 1892 S 4,032 Feb14 


1892 


Wheeler v Sargeant 
2,557 


Collins v Hall 1892 © 
Purkiss v Brittain 1892 P 


W 3,790 Feb 17 
Feb 17 
2,389 Feb 18 


Mayor, &c, of Oxford v Crow 1892 O 1,591 Feb 27 


Jessop v Jessop 1893 J 


78 Feb 28 


Slater v Ponsford 1892 S 1,845aMarch 4 


Morgan v Williams 


Budgett v Meakin 
Roach v Roach 1892 R 
Allen v Billington 1891 
Robinson v Levy 1892 R 
Isaac v Young 1892 


A 1,621 


March 18 


Dinn v Lamb 1892 D 2,146 


1892 M 2,347 
Budgett v Budgett Meakin v Budgett 
1891 M 3,359 
160 March 8 

March 14 

1,413 March 15 

I 2,049 March 16 

Kirkleatham Local Board v Stockton, &c, Water Board 


March 18 


March 4 
1891 B 4,196 Re Meakin 
Jan 31 end of list, by order 


1893 K 31 


Herscug.t, C. 





The following list contains the transferred actions placed in the order in 


which they are to be heard :— 


Re Richerson, dec Scales v Heyhoe 

Scales v Heyhoe 

Marshall v Evans 

Singer Manufacturing Co v Spence 

Litt v Distington Iron Cv, 1d 

Nahmaschinen, Fubrik Vormals, 
Frister & Rossman, Actien Ges- 
spoaemee v Singer Manufacturing 


0 

Brecon and Merthyr Railway Co v 
Powell Duffryn Steam Coal Co, ld 

Re Curling Curling v Scriven 

Gordon v Ashe 

Slade v A Ross & Co 

Re Copland Mitchell v Bain 

Thorougood v Whittaker 

Skelsey v Brearley 





Skelsey v Brearley 

Plymouth Breweries, ld v Carr 
White v Greening 

Midgley v Smith 

Winter v Anderson 

Rath v Waddington, Rath & Co, ld 


| Evershed v Bell 


Smaridge v Prewse 

Clarke v Foster 

Wheeler v Sargeant 

Collins v Hall 

Re Smout Jones v Smout 
Purkiss v Brittain 

Leman v Collier 

Collins v Beale 

Lever v Land Securities Co, ld 
Re Gordon Gordon v Stuart 





The death is announced of Mr. Witt1am Macruerson, barrister, in his 
eighty-first year. Mr. a, Ya ts was called to the bar in 1837, and in 
1846 went to India, where he became Master in Equity in the Supreme 
Court at Calcutta. On his return to Eagland he became the editor of the 
Quarterly Review, but subsequently resigned that post on his appointment 
as secretary to the Indian Law Commission. When the commission was 
abolished Mr. Macpherson resumed practice at the bar, and published bis 
well-known Practice of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. He 
subsequently filled successively the offices of Legal Adviser and Judicisl 
Secretary in the India Office, and resigned the latter appointment in 1882. 

Tue Daily News announces the death, on Wednesday, at Ashburton, in 
his ninety-first year, of Mr. Robert Tucker, who was reported to be the 
oldest solicitor in Englnd. Mr. Tucker was admitted in 1823, and had 
in his day filled every public office in tte borough of Ashburton, and was 
at one time one of the most successful advocates in Devonshire. Mr. 
Tucker was a man of considerable activity, and was capable of transacting 
business up to the last. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Winrreip Bonser, barrister-at-law, Attorney-General of the 
Straits Settlements, has been appointed Chief Justice of those Settlements. 

Mr. T. Mivary, Q.C., and Mr. Enoutsh Harrison, have been elected 
Benchers of the Honourable Society of the Middle Temple, in. succession 
to the Jate Sir Henry Fox Brictowe, Q.C., and the late Mr. W. H. 
Higgin, QC. 

Mr. W. Beprorp Guasier, solicitor, of 47, Essex-street, Strand, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths of the Supreme Court of New 
South Wales. 

Mr. Horace Ketway Pore, solicitor (of the firm of Messre. Coxwell 
& Pope), of Southampton, has been appointed a Commirsioner of Deeds 
for the State of New York in and for the town and county of the town of 
Southampton. 

Mr. Wiiuram Irvine Hawken, solicitor, Manchester, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hawken was admitted in December, 1885. 

Mr. Wiut1am Hveuets, solicitor, 52, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C., has 
been appointed a Commiesioner for Oaths. Mr. Hughes was admitted in 
February, 1887. 

Mr. Atrrep Jackson, solicitor, Cadoxton, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Jackson was admitted in July, 1886. 

Mr. Parrick Cuar.es Ketxy, solicitor, Liverpool, bas been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Kelly was admitted in November, 1886. 
He is a commissioner for the Chancery Court of the County Palatine of 
Lancaster. 

Mr. Samvet Liurwettyn Kenrick, solicitor, Ruabon, has been ——— 
a Commissioner for Uaths. Mr. Kenrick was admitted in Michaelmas, 
1871. 


Mr. Artuvr Cartes Kent, solicitor, 185, Victoria-street, 8.W., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Kent was admitted in 
January, 1885. 

Mr. Epwin Montacvs Armstrona, solicitor, 131, Cannon-street, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Armstrong was 
admitted in April, 1881. 

Mr. Frepertcx Joun Aroxrs, solicitor, Maidstone, has been ap; 

a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Argles was admitted in February, 1887. 

Mr. Exnest Granam Barnatr, solicitor, 11, Queen Victoria-street, has 
—_ — a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Barrett was admitted 

uly, 5. 

















Mr. Wa. Kaye Baxren, solicitor, Netherton, Yorks, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Baxter was admitted in July, 1886. 

Mr. Cuas. Miprortu Beaumont, solicitor, Hull, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Beaumont was admitted in December, 1886. 
He is a notary. 

Mr. Harry Davies Bewes, solicitor, East Stonehouse, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bewes was admitted in July, 
1883. 

Mr. Artuvur Bovtron, solicitor, Burslem, bas been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Boulton was admitted in January, 1887. 

Mr. Tuomas James Dyson, B.A. Oxon, solicitor, Huddersfield, bas been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Dyson was admitted in August, 
1886. 


Mr. Epwarp W1111am Forwaxp, solicitor, Ledbury, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Forward was admitted in 1886. 

Mr. Cuantes James Ronse Brown, solicitor, North Shields, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Brown was admitted in 
November, 1886. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIssoLuTion. 

Cuautes Powg.t, Frevertck Powerit, and Cuaries ALperr Powe 1, 
solicitors (S., ©., F., & C. A. Powell), Knaresborough and Harrogate. 
April 26. ‘The said Charles Powell and Charles Albert Powell will carry 
on the business under the style or firm of Powell & Son, at Harrogate 
and Knaresborough. [ Gazette, May 2. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


Joun Coorrr, deceased,—Information is required respecting the will of 
Mr. John Cooper, deceased, late of 150, Aldersgate-street, in the City of 
London, baker and confectioner, and residing at 5, New West-end, 
Finchley-road, Hampstead, in the County of Middlesex. Any person with 
a knowledge of the existence of any such will, or the making or attesting 
thereof, is requested to communicate with Messrs. Houlder & Court, 
Solicitors, 6 and 7, Barbican, London, F.C. 


GENERAL. 


Mr. T. H. Bolton, M.P., is recovering from his illness, and hopes scon 
to be able to resume his Parliamentary duties. 


In giving evidence before the Select Committee of the House of Lords 
on imprisonment for debt, Judge Chalmers is reported to have said that 
perjury was very rife in the county courts. He had been a magistrate in 

ndia, and he found more perjury in Birmingham than in India. 


Sir Henry James was on Thursday to ask the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer if he is aware that the accumulations of the suitors’ fund in 
the Chancery Court of Lancashire amount to £130,000; and if the 
Government will consider the advisability of devoting such accumulations, 
or part thereof, to providing a better system of administration of justice 
in Lancashire. 


The following rule has been made by Mr. Asquith, the Home Secretary, 
in pursuance of the Prison Acts, 1865 and 1877:—‘‘ No prisoner shall be 
put in irons, or under mechanical restraint, as a punishment. Irons, or 
other means of mechanical restraint, shall be used only when necessary 
for the purpose of restraining a prisoner.”’ 

The annual general meeting of the Bar will be held in the old 
dining-hall, Lincoln’s-inn, on Saturday next, at 2.30. As it is not 

ed that the Attorney-General (Sir Charles Russell, Q.C., M.P.) will 
be back from Paris in time to preside over the meeting, the chair will be 
occupied on the occasion by the Solicitor-General (Sir John Rigby, 
Q.C., M P.). 

We sympathize, says the St. James’s Gazette, with Sir Charles Russell. 
Her Majesty’s Attorney-General has had much to put up with from her 
Majesty’s judges in his time; but the Behring Sea Arbitration Court 
must be a new experience even for such an old forensic band. When Mr. 
Carter, the senior United States counsel, had finished his address, Baron 
de Courcel, the president of the court, made the following neat oration :-- 
** Mr. Carter, now that you have brought your exhaustive and important 
address to a close, without expressing any opinion on the question at issue, 
I feel ita —_ to acknowledge the elevating sentiments to which you have 
given exp’ on before this court, and to the great questions of the prin- 
ciples involved in the subject you have treated. You have spoken in lan- 
guage really worthy of this High Court of International peace; you have 
spoken on behalf of humanity.’” We hope no matter-of-fact Briton will 
point out that the court is not constituted to consider elevated sentiments 
or even the interests of ‘‘ humanity,’’ but merely to decide on the legal 
rights and treaty obligations of the two contending parties. 








| 


Wansurxe To ixtexpixe House Porcuasens & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the ay arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The | 
Bani! & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., | 
Ww (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &e.—[{Apvr.] | 


STAMMERERS of all successfully treated. Boys while being cured thoroughly | 
Educated and Prepared for Reamtnetions by a University Tutor.—Ap ly Mr. B. Beastey 
or “ , Wi 





— cured himself), Brampton-park, engin, Sherw: illesden-lane, 
, London. “Stammering : Its Treatment,” post-free, 13 stamps.—[Apvr. ] 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Registrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 








Date AppraL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
r No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, May Mr. Carrington Mr. Pugh Mr. Ward 
ea Lavie Beal Pemberton 
Wednesday ....... Carrington Pugh Ward 
Thursday ......... Lavie Beal Pembertcn 
Friday ... ... { Carrington Pugh Ward 
eae 13 *  Lavie Beal Pemberton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srigvixa. Kexkewicu. Romer. 
Monday, May ...........+.+. S Mr. Jackson Mr. Godfrey Mr. Rolt 
. re { Clowes Leach Farmer 
Jackson Godfrey Rolt 
Clowes Leach Farmer 
Jackson Godfrey Rolt 
Clowes Leach Farmer 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

Avstin-CarrmeLt.—April 21, at 100, Lexham-gardens, Kensington, the wife of James 
Austin-Cartmell, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

Beave.—April 22, at Branksome, London-road, Reading, the wife of Harry Hibberd 
Beale, solicitor, of a daughter. 

Carver.—April 22, at Ellerslie, Sydenham-hill, the wife of T. G. Carver, barrister-at-law, 
of a daughter. 

Dvurrant.—April 16, at Thornlea, West Brighton, the wife of F. C. Wells Durrant, 
barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Rirrer.—April 24, the wife of Frederick Ritter, of 15, Yew-grove, Cricklewood, barrister- 
at-law, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES, 


Jounson—SranrigL_p.—April 19, at the Cathedral, Wakefield, Samuel G. Johnson, of 
Nottingham, Town Clerk and Clerk of the Peace, to Emily Louisa, eldest daughter of 
Alfred W. Stanfield, of Fig Tree-court, Temple, and The Cliffe, Wakefield, barrister-at- 
al a _— of the Peace for the West Riding of Yorkshire and for the City of 

aketield. ° 

Soares—Lonv.—April 19, at St. John’s Church, Altrincham, Ernest J. Soares, of Brent- 
wood Marple, and of the City of Manchester, solicitor, to Kate Carolyn, youngest 
daughter of the late Samuel Lord, of Oakleigh, Ashton-on-Mersey, Cheshire. 

Sovrnatt—McArruvur.—April 25, at the Wesleyan Church, Denbigh-road, W., John 
Southall, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, to Sarah Maria, the younger daughter of 
Alexander McArthur, of No. 79, Holland-park, late M.P. for Leicester. 

Wavnau—Jones.—April 25, at St. Paul’s, Langleybury, Herts, John Charles Wadham, 
solicitor, of Gray’s-inn, London, to Katherine, youngest daughter of C. E. Jones, of 
Russell Farm, Watford. 

DEATHS. 


Corroy.—April 24, at 79, Restory-road, Stoke Newington, John Cotton, of the firm of 
Juha Cotton & Son, solicitors, 12, Gray’s-inn-square. W.C., aged 51. 

Haccarp.—April 21, at Bradenham Hall, Norfolk, William Meybohm Rider Haggard, 
J.P. re for many years a Chairman of Quarter Sessions for the Swaffham Divi- 
sion, aged 76. 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, April 28. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luutep 1n Caanocgry. 

Becum Curry Co, Limireo—Creditors are required, on or before May 31, tu send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Andrew Wallace 
Barr, Copthall House, Copthall avenue 

Bricuron Errret Tower axnp Wixter Ganveys, Limrrep—By an order made by Vaughan 
Williams, J, dated April 12, it was ord that the voluntary windieg up of the 
Gardens, Limited, be continued. Beall & Co, Throgmorton House, Copthall avenue, 
solors for petners 

Exeter Ixvestuent Trust, Liuirep—Petn for winding up, presented April 24, directed 
to be heard on May 17. Taylor & Co, 28, Gt James st, Bedford row, solors for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of May 16 

Frorat Wax Vesra Co, Limirep—Petn for ing up, pr ted April 25, directed to be 
heard on May 17. Ward & Co, 85, Gracechurch st, solors for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 16 

Ligvomur ayp Caccorioy, Linuirep —Creditors are required, on or before June 9, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John James 
Mahood, Addison Works, Woodstock rd, Shepherd’s Bush 

New Avtomatic Marcu Surr.y Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 
6, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Fred Bedborough Townend, 4, Huggin lane : 

New Sovrn Wares Assurance Corporation, Lunren—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to G W Holt & Son, 85, Gracechurch st 

Nove & Co, Luurep—Creditors are required, on or before June 9, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Bolton, District 
Bank chmbrs, 13, Spring gdns, Manchester. Manchester, solor for liquidator 

Nuxpyprooe Gotp Misine Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 6, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Crocker, 6, Queen st pl. Francis & Johnson, Austinfriars, solors for liquidator 


=" 





Uns.imitep 1x CHANCERY. 

Avstra.ian Jorst Stock Banx—Petn for winding up, pesrestet April 21, directed to be 
heard on May 17. Norton & Co, 57}, Old Broad st, solors for petner. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the abovenamed uot later than 6 o’clock on Tuesday, May 16 

Loxpown Cuarterep Bayx or Avstratia—Petn for winding up, presented i 26, 
directed to be heard on May 17. Freshfields & Williams, 5, Bank bldgs, solors for 

ners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 


2 re of May 16 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Auance Proviveyt Society, Lauren, 35, Bucklersbury. April 24 
Lovat Hoyrst View Lonar, Rochdale District of the Independent Order of Oddfellows, 
Queen’s Head Inn, Yorkshire st, Rochdale, Lancaster. April 22 
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London Gazette—Turspay, May 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1¥ CHANCERY. 

Barrixeton & Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented April 27, directed to be heard | 
cn May 17. Minshall & Co, Chancery lane, solors for petning creditors 

Barxtow Liserat Civs, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 10, to send | 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Wi 
Henry Sargeant and Walter Harris, 35, Dalberg rd, Brixton 

miaen 's Frescu Parent Corren Depositixe , Limurreo—Petn for wintine up, pre- 
sent-d — 26, directed to be heard on May 17. Gush & ~ 3, Fea ami ge ircus, petner’s | 
solors. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the | 
‘afternoon of May 16 

Guanta Rattways, Harsovr, axp Coat Trust Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, | 
directed to be heard on ae 11, and adjourned, will be heard on May 17. Slaughter 
May, 18, Austinfriars, solors for er. Notice of aoa must reach the es. | 
named not later than 6 o’clock in afternoon of May 16 

Weusu Anruracite Couiierizs, lanwe—iee for winding up, presented April 28, | 
directed to be heard on May 17. A Edw Goodchild, Gresham House, solor for petner 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 0’ ’clock in the after- | 
noon of May 16 

Usuimirep ry CHANCERY. 

NarionaL Bank or AustratasiA—Petn for winding up, presented May 1, directed to be 
heard on May 17. Markby & Co, 57, Coleman st, solors for petners. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock i in the afternoon of May 16 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
— ieee Lane Frienpvy Sick ano Burtat Tontixe Socrety, 41, Park lane, Liverpool. 
pril 24 
PuiLanrnroricat Frienpiy Society, Regent st School, Oldham, Lancaster. April 24 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Gram. 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, April 21. 
AgmsrronG, Many Any, Feltham May6 Paine & Brettell, Chertsey 
Bat, Josgzrn Jouy, Holloway June? Virginia E Dall, 52, High Holborn, W C 


Bares, Joseru, Milnsbridge, Huddersfield, Dyewood Cutter June3 Piercy, Huddersfield | 


Bearpmonre, Joszeru, Wednesbury, Stocktaker May 27 Rose, Wednesbury 

Bicyoup, Emma Juiia, Lowestoft May 23 Gilbert, Norwich 

Biackstock, Ricuarp, Liverpool, Cotton Broker May 31 Harrison, Liverpool 

Bouts, Bexsamix, High st, Stoke Newington, Assistant Undertaker May 20 Walter W 

ew, 35, , Palace rd, Crouch End 

BRANSGROVE, Euiz aBets, Hollywood rd, Kensington May 8 Rymer & Wild, Rochester 
row, Westminster 

Crappo, Antonio Jouyx, Edgbaston, retired Merchant May 25 Balden & Son, Bir- 
mingham 

Ciarke, Bensamry, Crouch Hill, Hornsey June7 Hannay, Coleman st 

Cooper, Frepexic Joun, Charles st, Berkeley sq, Esq May 31 Holt, Argyll place 

Davies, Tuomas, Llanrwst, co Denbigh, Auctioneer June1 Jones & Roberts, Llanrwst 

Davy, Epuunp, Worlaby, Lincs, Farmer May31 Freer & Co, Brigg 

Eowarps, Evwarp Joyes, Rhiwbryfdir, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, Quarryman 
June1 Jones & Roberts, Lianrwst 

Evowarps, Jouy, South Bewdley, Worcs, Gent May 31 Whitcombe, jun, Bewdley 

Excoop, Joux Garrarp, Bowdon, co Chester, Architect June 3 Dendy & Paterson, 
Manchester 


Evays, Wixiiam, Pendlebury, Lancs, Coal Dealer May 13 Bowden & Walker, Man- | 


chester 
Firv, Rev. Senaru, New rd, Woolwich June1 Greenep, Woolwich 
Grspoys, Jane, Torquay May 30 Hooper & Wollen, Torquay 
Greenwoop, Saran, Hebden Bridge, Halifax June 10 Suteliffes, Hebden Bridge 
Mausam, Epwarp, Southwood lane, Highgate, Gent May 20 Peddar, Palmerston 
8 


& 
Hoge, Saran Serena, Wandsworth rd May 21 Greenep, Woolwich 


Hortox, Lady Fraxces Avevsta Wiimor, Sloane st May 17 Caprons & Co, Savile 
place, Conduit st 

Jacos, James, Glanrybi, Abergavenny May 1 Jacob, Abergavenny 

Mas.ey, - Woot.ey, Carshalton, Surrey May 27 Reep & Co, Great St Thomas 

stle 

Marty, viens and Exiza Frost, Burrage rd, Plumstead May 2! Greenep, Woolwich 

Meap, Wittiam, Hubert grove, Stockwell, Surrey, formerly Coffee House Proprietor 
Junel Ford & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Morsurap, Joun, Plymouth, retired | ~ R.N. June 1 Surr & Co, Abchurch 


lane 
Moss, a Whisby, Lincs, Farmer May11 Burton & Co, Lincoln 


Musxer, Cuares, Bootle, Farmer May 31 North & Co, Liverpool 
Ocvsn, Harnett Kare, Walford rd, South Hornsey June3 Barrett, John st, Bedford 


row 
Pivus, Tuomas, Liverpool, Gent May 22 Pierce, Liverpool 
Roverts, ANprew Tuom, Richmond, Surrey, Esq May 31 Bower & Co, Breams bldgs, 
ancery lane 
Rovins, Grace, Wimbledon, Surrey May 31 Dixon, Pewsey, Wilts 
Scuw ape Be Evaunp Sais, Manchester, Calico Printer June 20 Darbishire & Co, Man- 
¢ 
SHARPLES, Peance 8 Mary, Beckenham, Kent June1 Wright & Co, Liverpool | 


Simsox, Hannrer Bauce, Hove, Sussex May 31 Upperton & pabens Brighton 
| Surrs, James, Blackpool Fold, Manchester April 30 Barker & Co, Southport 
| Sraicxuanp, Jaye, Hastings June1 Chalinder, Hastings 
Taytor, A.rrep, Victoria rd, Kensington, Gent June 30 Green, Walbrook 
Ty.er, Ema, Broad st, Birmingham May 31 Tyler & Hobson, Birmingham 
Water, Feepenicx, Chester sq, Esq, QC June 10 Garrard & Co, Suffolk st, Pall Mall 


a Susayna, Jupirs, Eastleigh, co Southampton June 1 Crawley & Co, While- 
all place 
| Wercn, Tueoposia, Melrose ter, West Kensington June6 Steadman & Co, Old Broad 


street 
| Wmuseser, Mary Exizapetu, Brighton May 18 Whinney, Old Jewry chmbrs 
a Sowerby bridge, Halifax, Lime Dealer June 1 Sutcliffes, Hebden 


London Gazette.—Tursvay, April 25. 

| Banvonra, Mary, Linthwaite, nr Huddersfield May 29 Owen & Bailey, Huddersfield 
| Bickuam, Georce Butt, Bicknoller, Somerset, Esq June1 Meyler, Taunton 
| Bicknam, Mary Garcue.t, Bicknoller, Somerset June1 Meyler, Taunton 
Bickuam, Witt1am Henry, Bicknoller, Somerset, Esq June1 Meyler, Taunton 
| Boos, Samven, Exeter, Baker May 10 Friend & Beal, Exeter 

| Bounxors, Wi.tram Attes, Avenue rd, Regent’s Park, Esq July 20 Markby & Co, 
| pecan See Yonex} High st, Shoreditch, Brush Manufacturer May 21 Foord, Phil- 
Browy, pg Prescot, Lancs, Printer June 15 Banks & Co, Liverpool 
Browy, Wattace, Tooting, Surrey, Tutor May 31 Irvine & Co, Ha-t st, Mark lane 


Corxs, Cuantes Hexry, Teddington, retired Colonel in 9th Bombay Infantry May 30 
Bartlett, Bush lan . 


| Cooxsey, WILLIAM, dicumeten, Gent Junel Coren & Sons, Gloucester 

Corer, Joux, Gloucester, Iankeeper May 15 Franklin, Gloucester 

Dast, Davin, Chesterton, co Cambs, Waterman July 21 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 
| Densuam, Aaron, Exeter, retired Tailor May 10 Friend & Beal, Exeter 
| Duynino, Tuomas, Chesterton, Cambs, Gent May 30 Symonds, Cambridge 
| Banxsuaw, Epwarp, Rochdale, Boiler Maker June 30 Jackson & Co, Rochdale 
Ex.uiorr, Save. Fixxey, Newcastle upon Tyne, Grocer May 15 Rogers, Chancery lane 
Fenwick, Barsara, Winlaton, co Durham May 20 Cooper & Goodger, Newcastle on 
} MS, a Guest st, Birmingham May 23 Price, Birmingham 

Gertie, Sauvet Ricnarp, Hamilton gardens, St Jobn’s Wood May 24 Bonner & Co, 


Fenchurch 
Gissox, Jeanye Lovise, Portsea pl, Connaught sq June 10 Breese, Aldersgate st 


Gornis, Sir Joux, Exeter, Knt, Chief Justice of Trinidad June 30 Bartlett, Bush lane 
Gosuixc, Sturt, Wivelsfield, Sussex, Shopkeeper May 31 Drake & Lee, Lewes 
Bas, Mary Any, Farnley Tyas, nr Huddersfield June 6 Laycock & Co, Hudders- 


EE 2 Isaac, Hyde, co Chester, Spindle Manufacturer May 15 Cooke, Hyde 
Iayvpex, Aoxes, New John st, West Birmingham May 23 Price, Birmiogham 

Hearn, Josern, Handsworth, Staffs,Gent May 23 Price, Birmingham 

Hist, Jouy, Hatfield Woodhouse, Hatfield, Yorks May 15 Pawson, 7, 8t George gate 
Ta‘ eA Loweswater, Cumbrid May6 Waugh & Musgrave, Cockermouth 

| Jounsox, Witue, Halifax May 27 Eastwood, Halifax 

Moos, Heyny, Egham, Surrey, Gent May 51 Minet & Co, King William st, E C 

| Morron, Rev James Ricumoxp, Huntington, Yorks, Clerk May 31 Dent, York 
Nicnots, Anse, Boltons, Brompton June 1 Prior & Co, Lincoln's ian fields 

| Parkixsos, SUsANNAH, Preston May 20 W A and R Ascroft, Preston 

| Roe i omnes E.izanetu, Newport,I W May 2) Eldridge & Sons, Newport and 


Rocers, 7 Tunorut.vs, Newport, I.W. May 29 Eldridge & Sons, Newport and Ryde 
Row pson, James Torrence, Lesbury, Northumbrid, Esq May 20 Cooper & Goodger, 


Newcastle on 
Russevt, Mary oe iNtabridge Wells June 24 Martin, Tanbridge Wells 


Suerry, Cuantes, Newport, Salop, retired Tradesman June 20 Liddle, Newport, Salop 

Surru, Witt1aM Josern, Gravesend, Trinity Pilot May 24 Carr & Martin, Great Tower st 

Simmonps, DoxaLy 8u bean Sytere Bar June 30 William 8 Simmonds, Woodlands, 
Crofton 


‘ton rd, O: 
Goran, Eutzapern, tasbuty Park South Hornsey August 11 Macarthurs & Smith, 


hn st, Bedford ro 
Haan. Mary Any al Berkeley st, Portman sq May 31 Ewer, Philpot lane 


Syxox, Heney, Erigovista, Salonica June 30 E Salem, Han Allatina, Salonica 

Treco, Wittiam, Walliscote, Torquay July 51 Elsworthy & Co, Plymouth 

Wanrey, Anxiz, Wyndham pl, Bryanston sq June6é Warren & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
Wexcn, Cuarces, Lamyatt, Somerset, Gent May 30 Bennett, Bruton 

Wu.sox, Joux, Hockley, Birmingham, retired Jeweller May 30 Wood & Co, Birming- 
Wusony Avena, London Central Meat Market, Meat Salesman May 31 Miles, King st, 


Cc 
Woov, James, Manningham, Bradford, retired Solicitor June1 Killick & Co, Bradford 
Wrarrt, Gzoncr, Newport,I W, Gent May 29 Eldridge & Sons, Newport and Ryde 











BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fripay, April 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Court Pet Mar2 Ord April 25 Leeds Pet Aprii 21 


ee aan 8t a Cornwall, Butcher Truro Pet | Crowes, Harry saa, Senal, 
Marl Ord A; 


Ord April 
nagemeewinn Wiuutax, Pentne’ FF Norfolk, Licensed Cones: oe cae, 
Victualler Kin ‘a Lane Pet April 24 Ord April 24 Pet Mar 24 Ord April 

Biease, Ropert, trincham. Ohestins, 

Ms chester Pet. A pril 24 Ord Aneil ot 

oe HARLES, Leeds, RE Tailor | Davis, Tom, Pok 
Leeds Pet April 25 Ord April 25 Pot April 25 





Broom, Wittiam, Colchester, Tailor Colchester Pet Eccixs, Rovericx, Bolton, Annexe Piano Maker Bolton 
Pet 25 Ord April 25 


April 25 Ord A) 

Bavas, a Kidderminster, Confectioner Kidder Emsrtox, Wotsecey Parrnipcr, Banwell, Somerset, Esq, 
minster Pet April 24 Ord April 24 DCL Wells 

Baryet, J G, Fenchurch st, Commission Agent High | Cawrneoyx, Cuanrces 1 Ord april 2 ae Merchant Tailor | Buegase. rasan 75 


Pet April 15 | Ord April 25 


ne: Oo Derby 
a Comat Bes F » Tuomas Lerra, W Notts, Tailor 
toe Hig ITZPATRICK baa Aaa 98 as cae 


’ H Commission 
Herts, Grocer Cambridge | ore Montz, a at pee Koel mince 


Brickseller =. CoTTRELL, = Oonotne, Brixton Hill HighCourt Pet April 24 
Marili Ord 25 Guxysox, Epwarp Ricuarp, Oxford Notting 
mB Bournemouth, Builder Poole Wise Nechent High Court on April 24 Ord 
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Hacyarp, Rosgrt, Kingston upon Hull, Surgeon King- 
ston u Hull Pet April 24 Ord April Prt 

Hamitton, Gronce Janes, Birkenhead, Grocer Birkenhead 
Pet April 21 Ord April 24 

Harpixo, Piet Apel’ w= ¥ Tydfil, , Bootmaker Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet April 26 Ord April 2¢ 

me = 5 Banner Bristol, Couper "Bristol Pet April 11 


Hupsoy, adhe Susworth, aan, late Farmer Lincoln 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 
Hvuoues, Tuomas, . Glam, Builder Pontypridd 
April 24 Ord Apzil 2 
Humpurys, Taomas, Welton, Richins Norton, Somerset, 
ter Wells Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
Kixe, Gora, Leavening, Yorks, Farmer Scarborough 
Pet April 24 Ord April 24 
Laxoripvee, Luxe, Borstal, Rochester, Milkman Roches- 
«< Pet April 24 Ord April 24 
Leg, Timotny Jouy, Birmingham, Boot Maker Birming- 
ham Pet April 21 Ord April 25 
Lisman, Isipore, Cheetham, M: cemeeten, Jeweller Man- 
chester Pet April7 Ord April 2 
Lonquéuaye, WitiiAm Hewry, Side =P, Kent, Gent Croy- 
don Pet April10 Ord April 25 
Marsnary, Wittiam Tuomas, Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet 
April 26 Ord April 26 
McCvutzocna, Samuv a Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pct Mar 
4 April 2 
New .anp, Epwiy, Great Grimsby, Dock Labourer Great 
Grimsby Pet April25 Ord April 25 
Nosie, Heyxry, Great a Grocer Great Grimsby 
Pet April 24 Ord April 24 
Noraixoton, Norriz, Sutton Valence, Kent, lite Farmer 
Maidstone Pet April 24 Ord April 2 
Parse, George Watter, Folkestone, Baker Canterbury 
April 26 Ord April 26 
Pitz, Sanver, Swansea, Saddler Swansea Tet April 26 
Ord April 26 
Price, ro I g8, Hooksgate, Salup, Builder Shrewsbury 
Pet April 26° Ord April 26 
Quvaire, Taomas James, Folkestone 
April 26 Ord April 26 
Ray, Cuarves, 8t Cross, —_ Miller Winchester 
Pet April 24 Ord April 2 
Reap, Joux, Burmantofts, Cosiie Plasterer Leeds Pet 
April 24 Ord April 24 
Reap, Taomas, Blackburn, Licensed Victualler Blackburn 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 
Routre, A.sert, Linton, Kent, Schoolmaster Maidstone 
April 26 Ord April 2¢ 
Simpson, weer Colliery Proprietor Cardiff Pet 
Ap: i113 Ord Dee 28 
Brey esr, Leeds, Fruit Merchant Leeds Pet April 
24 Ord April 24 
Stawarp, Isasetta, Dewsbury, Refreshment Bar Keeper 
Dewsbury Pet April 25 Ord April 25 
Wapsworrn, Jouy Pm Dewsbury, Warehouseman 
Dewsbury Pet April 2s Ord April 26 
Wirkiyson, George James, Lincoln, Coal Dealer’s Mana- 
ger Lincoln Pet April 24 Ord April 24 


Canterbury Pet 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Be. WiLLiaM, Marrick, Yorks, Farmer May 9 at 12 
King’ ’s Head Hotel, Richmond, Yorks 
Same AITE, Cnarins, , Manufacturing Tailor 
May 5at12 Off Ree, 22, Park row, Lecds 
Dans, Wituam, Tilney All Saints, Norfolk, retired 
Blacksmith ‘May 17 at 10.15 WB Whall, Market 84, 
King’s Lynn 
Eccies, a, oo, a xe Piano Maker May 9 
6, Wood st, Bo! 
Epwarps, p Pant ican, Lines, Auctioneer May 6 
at ll Ree, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
Exusreix, H, Commercial st, Spitalfields, Tailor May 8 at 
11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Feryaxpez, Josern, jun, Lewisham, Kent, Schoolmaster 
May 8 at 11.30 * Railway approach, London Bridge 
Foss, Jouy, on vale, Agent May 5 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
ldgs, Care 
Gee, Water, i Westmrid, Tailor MaySat11 Off 
Rec, 120, Highgate, Kendal 
Grirritus, Jou, Vhitchurch, nr Cardiff, Grocer May 8 
ati2 Off Ree, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Haves, Joun Heyxry, Queen V ictoria st, Accountant Mi ay 
5at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Hvupsox, Georor, Susworth, Lincs, late Farmer 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
Jucerxs, Freverick, and Joux James Cox ux, Northamp- 
Manufacturers May 6 at 1230 County 
Court bldgs, Northampton 
Laneonipee, Luke, — , Rochester, Milkman May § at 
1 y ester 
Larpyer, Jous Josrrn, Pleasant grove, York rd, King’s 
N Tallow Melting Co May 8 at 2.30 
bldgs, Carey st 
Law, Bexsamix, Leeds, Barrister at Law May5at11 Off 
Rec, 22, Paik row, Leeds 
Leman, Hexny, ey retired Bank Manager May 6 
at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Marvow, H, Montpelier rd, Kentish Town May 8 at 12 
bldgs, Carey st 
— gxky James, Barnet, Herts, Builder May 5 
3 Of Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 


sian Wriuiam, Barrow in Furnes;, Tobacconist 
May 12 at 11 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 


May 18 


M 8 8 Club M 

TA —¥ Wy wansea, Clu anager May 5 at 12 

Off Ree, 1, Alexandra rd, Swansea , 

me ag Pembroke Dock, Hotel Keeper May 
6at2.320 Off Ree, 11, Quay st, C ‘armarthen 

Movsrtars, Bessamty, Castleford, Yorks, late Wire Manu- 
fa actorer’s. Manager May 5 atll Of Rec, Bond ter, 


Noreixotos, Norrie, Sutton Valence, Kent, late Farmer 
May 12 ut 11.45 Otf Rec, Week st, Maidstone 

Ossorxe, Atrrep Joux, and A.serr Granam, ~y 
Victoria st, May at 12 ag a Carey 

Rovutn, Japez, and Josern Rovin, Ca Boot Dea Dealers 
May Satii Off lec, 29, Queen st, Caras 


Ryuer, James Porrzvs, Willington, co Durham, Stationer 
May5at3 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Srewart, Grorce, and James Martin Stewart, Wisbech, 
Cambs, Coach Builders May 17 at 10.30 WB Whall, 
Market sq, King’s Lynn 

Warp, Wituiam, Ceopdien,. Surrey, Stonemason May 5at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Wiikixsox, Gerorce James, Lincoln, Coal Dvaler’s 
Manager May 18 at 12 Off Ree, 31. Bilver st, Lincoln 

Woop, Daniet, Hollington, Derbyshire, Farmer May 5 at 
12 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bice, Ricuarp, St Columb, Cornwall, Butcher Truro 
Pet April 25 Ord April 26 

Buiancurtower, Witwiiam, Pentney, Norfolk, Licensed 
Victualler King’s Lynn Pet April22 Ord April 24 

Buiease, Ropert, Altrincham, Cheshire, Brickseller Man- 
chester Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Braituwaire, Cartes, Leeds, pains Tailor 
Leeds Pet April 25 Ord April 2 

Braices, Ropert Broventon, Southampton a. | eas tai 
Agent High Court Pet July 22 Ord April 

Broom, Wiii1am, Colchester, Tailor Colchester Pet April 
25 Ord April 25 

Bryax, Racuet, Kidderminster, Seine Kidder- 
minster Pet April 24 Ord April 

Cawrusros, Cuaries Hatstreap, vg Merchant ‘Tailor 
Leeds Pet April21 Ord April 21 

Coweitt, Witu1aM Smita, | Yorks, Builder Brad- 
ford Pet April4 Ord April 26 

Davies, Davin MorGax, Newport, Mon, Colliery Fur- 
nisher Newport, Mon Pet Jan 19 Ord April 21 

Dyson, Ansatom, Snaith, Yorks, Potato Merchant Wake- 
field Pet Mar 14 Ord April 19 

Eastnore, Mary, Compton, nr Wolverhampton, Widow 
Wolverhampton Pet Mar2i Ord April 24 

Eccies, Ropericx, Bolton, Annexe Piano Maker Bolton 
Pet April 25 Ord April 26 

Firzpatrick, Joux, Widnes, Grocer Liverpool Pet Mar 
25 Ord April 24 

Fitzpatrick, Tuomas Lerru, Worksop, Notts, Tailor 
Sheffield Pet April 24 Ord April 25 

Ginzon, Georce Dopps, Bishop Auckland, Plumber Dur- 
ham Pet April 22 Ord April 25 

Guysox, Eowarp Ricuarp, Oxford grdns, Notting Hill, 
Wine Merchant High Court Pet April24 Ord April 
2 


4 

Hacyarp, Rosert, Kingston upon Hull, Surgeon King- 
ston upon Hull Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Harpinc, Frepericx, Merthyr Tydfil, paneer Mer-. 
thyr Tydfil Pet April 25 Or April 2 

Hittox, James, Bury, Watchmaker Bolton Pet Mar 29 
Ord April 25 

Hupson, Grorcr, Susworth, Lincs, late Farmer Lincoln 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Hvaues, Jouy, Charing cross, a Sulicitor High 
Court Pet Mar4 Ord April 2 

Hucnes, Tuomas, Trealaw, Bian. Builder Pontypridd 
Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Huspurys, Tuomas, Welton, Midsomer Norton, Somerset, 
Carpenter Wells Pet April 26 Ord April 26 

Kew..iett, Rosert Guy, New North rd, Hoxton, Surgeon 
High Court Pet Mar15 Ord April 25 

Kine, Groner, ——— Yorks, Farmer Scarborough 
Pet April 22 Ord April 25 

LANGRIDGE, LuxkE, Borstal, ee Milkman Rochester 
Pet April 24 ‘Ord April 

Leacu, Wittiam, Oldham, Tailor Oldham Pet Mar 16 
Ord April 25 

Lisman, Isipore, Cheetham, Manchester, Jeweller Man- 
chester Pet April7 Ord April 26 

New .anpb, Epwiy, Great Grimsby, Dock Labourer Great 
Grimsby Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Norie, Hesry, Great Grimsby, Grocer Great Grimsby 
Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Normixctox, Tuomas, Wakefield, 
Wakefield Pet Maril Ord Ap oril 1 

Norercton, Norrie, Sutton Tulae, Kent, late Farmer 
Maidstone Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Ormerop, Cuartes WILLIAM, King’s Heath, Worcs, Grocer 
Birmingham Pet April 22 Ord April 24 

Payne, Gzorce Watrer, Folkestone, Baker Canterbury 
Pet April 25 Ord April 26 

Perry, Hexry p mee Stidcott, T. Son, Glcs, 
Farmer Bristol Pet April 15 ord A April 25 

Pitt, Samvet, Swansea, Saddler Swansea Pet April 26 
Ord April 26 

Pittixc, Harrisox, Lindley, Huddersfield, Greengrocer 
Huddersfield Pet April8 Ord April 21 

Paice, Cuaries, Hooksgate, 5 ee Builder Shrewsbury 
Pet April 26 Ord April 2¢ 

Purse.t, Emtty, Arlington, Bibury, Glos, Baker Swindon 
Pet April5 Ord April 26 

Reap, Jous, Burmantofts, Leeds, Plasterer Leeds Pet 
April 24 Ord April 24 

Reap, Tuowas, Blackburn, Licensed Victualler Blackburn 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Ro.re, ALBERT, ree ee. Schoolmaster Maidstone 
Pet April 26 

=, = eENRY Bott, AVeodcide, Cwmbran, ”. Builder 

rt,Mon Pet April 17 Ord April 2 

Sp im .. enry, Leeds, Fruit Merchant Leeds Pet April 
24 Ord April 24 

Stewanrp, Isabe.ta, Dewsbury, Refreshment Bar Keeper 
Dewsbury Pet April 24 Ord April 25 

Tanx, Witttam Freperic, late Philpot lane, Solicitor 
High Court Pet Mar 22 Ord April 22 

Wanswortn, Joux Henry, Dewsbury, Warehouseman 


ie Inspector 





Dewsbury Pet April 25 Ord April 26 

Wet, Istpore, Museum st, Bloomsbury, Silversmith High 
Court Pet Maré Ord April 25 

Wi kissox, Georce James, Lincoln, Coal Dealer’s Man- 
ager Lincoln Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Wititama, Rosenrt, Swansea, Licensed Victualler Swan- 
sea Pet April 6 Ord April 24 

ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
Coram, Ronert Wesrnox, and Fraycis Woov Coombe, 


Adjud Jan 15, 1885 Ann 








Devonshire, muse Exeter 





Dove.as, Tuomas, Newcastle on Tyne, Travelling Draper 
Newcastle on Tyne Adjud Nov 25, 1892 Annul 
April 24 

London Gazrttc—Turspay, May 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bexyerr, James, Watersplash Farm, Shepperton Kingston, 
Surrey Pet April14 Ord fous 
Bexey, Tuomas Cuarvea, Frindsbury, nr Rochester, Baker 
Rochester Pet April 27 Ord April 27 
Brewerton, Baexsamn, ro ow ye E my Keeper 
Middlesborough Pet April 28 ich 
Buckie, James Tavtor, ccukeneal wa vorks, late 
Grocer York Pet April28 Ord Apri 
Crarxe, GeorGe Freverick, Woodbridee, Sato, Hair- 
cremer's Assistant Ipswich Pet April 24 Ord 
A 24 
Coane, Wikis, and Ernest Browne, Liverpool, Perfume 
ufacturers Liverp»ol Pet Apel 28 Ord April 28 
Coxweit, Joan Eowarp Grixrieitp, Worthing, Fhyeiclen 
Brighton Ord April 27 
Desne, Savau Au cra, Clifton, Bristol, Widow Bristol 
Pet — 26 Ord April 27 
Epp. - ty Torquay, Builder Exeter Pet April 1t 
ril 
F. ue... es, y Jaye, Thirsk, Yorks, ay Grocer North- 
allerton Pet April 27 Ord April 
Forst ye Joux Erwoop, Eltham, "Doctor Canterbury 
Pet April7 Ord April 98 
Hitt, Jouxn Harrisox, Coxhoe, co Durham, General 
Dealer Dutham Pet April 27 Ord April 27 
Hopce, Joun Abeer Surripee, oe Crouch Ead, 
Grocer High Court Pet April 28 "April 28 
Hower, Henry Epowarp, Cheltenham, Ontarket Gardener 
Cheltenham Pet April 28 Ord April 28 
Hurrer, Epmuunp, m ge | on Broker High Court 
Pet March 28 Ord Ap 
Jowett, Suirn, Bradford, "Cotinet Maker Bradford Pet 
April 27 Ord April 27 
Keitanp, Aurrep, Silver st, Umbrella Manufacturer 
High Court Pet April 19 Ord April 26 
Laweence, FreverscxK Wituax, Blaenavon, Mon, 
oo Manager Tredegar Pet April 27 Ord 
April 27 
Ler, Samvet, Dewsbury, Wool Merchant Dewsbury Pet 
April 28 Ord Apri 28 
Lewis, Jexxys, Tieotrkey, Glam, Lomael Victualler 
Pontypridd Pet April 28 Ord April 2 
Marr, Joun Georce, Sutton in As field, Notts, House 
Agent Nottingham Pet April 5 Ord ‘Ap ril 26 
Maysion, Leox, Liverpool, Oriental Merchant Liverpool 
Pet April 13 Ord April 28 
Moore, DL M, Cannon st High Court Pet Dec 16 Ord 
April 29 
More am Epcar, Jate Union rd, Rotherhithe, Wholesale 
Firewood Merchant High Court Pet March 20 Ord 
April 26 
Nic a, Wituram Tuomas, Queen Victoria st, Builder 
High Court Pet March 29 Ord April 29 
Reave, Compton, Crawley, Sussex, late Lieutenant in HM 
Arm; Guildford and Godalming Pet Jan 11 Ord 
Ap 
Races, ‘a L grey ® Cabinet Maker Bradford Pet 
April 29 Ord April 
Rickarsy, ARTHUR ee Abingdon, Berks, Pharma- 
ceutical Chemist Oxford Pet April 29 Ord April 29 
Ritey, Georce, Hapton, nr Burnley, formerly Insuranc: 
Agent Burnley Pet April 28 Ord April 28 
Roserrsox, Eowarp, Pentonville rd, Clerkenwell, Milk 
Dealer High Court Ord April 15 
Scorr, W H, Halliford — Te Kingston, 
Surrey Pet April 14 Ord April 27 
Suaw, Samvet, Bilston, Staffs, Grocer Wolverhampton 
Pet April 14 Ord April 28 
Suzrnero, Georce, Pentre, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd 
Pet April 27_Ord Ap ril 28 : 
Sovrn, Erxest H, Copthall aie, ‘Stockbroker High 
Court Pet Mar 17 Ord April 
Sroxses, Wittiam, Worcester, Coal Merchant Worcester 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 
Turtie, Joun, Bolton, Provision Dealer Bolton Pet 
April 29 Ord April 29 
Vixc ENT, SARAH poy Colchester, late Postmistress Col- 
chester Pet April 23 Ord April 28 
Warp, T G, Egliston rd, Putney we a Builder 
Wandsworth Pet Mar7 Ord _—- 
Wess, Witi1am, Ipswich, Grocer wt Pet April 27 
Ord April 27 


Wywy, Tuomas, Birkenhead, Licensed Victualler Birken- 
head Pet April 27 Ord April 27 
The following amended notie2 is ae ey for that pub- 
li ished in the London Gazette of April 21 :— 


seve: | bene ip, & Co, Swansea, Coal Proprietors Swansea 
April 8 Ord April 19 


RECEIVING ORDER DISCHARGED. 
Paterson, Frepenicx, Oakworth rd, Hornsey, Middlesex, 
Clerk High Court Rec Ord Dec 9, 1891 Ord Dis Rec 
Ord April 26 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Asport, Joseru, Newton aay Devon, Ironmonger 
May llat3 Castle of Exeter, Exeter 

Arustrone, Wittiam Wuirte, 5 ram on Tyne, General 
Cartman May 10at12 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle 





on Tyne 
Banyet, J G, FB h ission Agent May 12 at 
It Bankru bidge, Cavey st 
Berv ro 5 Hewyry, Mexbro’ Yorks, Grocer May 10 at 12 
Figtree lane, Sheffi 


waa... Potuas CHARLES, Pundetury, nr Rochester, Baker 
May 11 at 11.30 Off Rec, High st, Rochester 
Bice, Ricuarp, 8t Columb, Cornwall, Butcher May 9 at 1 
Off Rec, Boscawen st, 
Branve, Freveric Ropert, Horsham, JSussex, retired 
Civil Servant May 12 at2 King’s Head Hotel, Hor- 


pms 
Buvoxes, Joseru, West Bromwich, petagee May 17 at 
2 County Court, West Bromwic! 
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Bucxiz, James Tayion, Knaresborough, late Grocer 
May 12 at 12.30 Off Reo, 28, Stonegate, York 

Crowes, Harry Larrp, Strand, Solicitor May 9 at 11 | 
Bankru Carey st 

Coninaasy, er Royston, Herts, Grocer May 19 at 12 
Off Petty Cury, Cambridge 

CoTTRELL, St Georcez, Brixton Hill May 9 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Daves Tom, Pukesdown, nr bocmeneuth, Builder May 10 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Salish: ury 





2 


DEANE, wy Aveusta, Clifton, Bristol, Widow May 17 


at3 Off Bec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
me yj Wotsetey Parraipece, Ban Banwell, Somerset, Esq. 
cL May 18 at 3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 
Bristol 
EnGianp, Witt1am James, Derby, Coal Merchant May 9 
at2.30 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 
Forp, Davip, Oldham, Book keeper May 9 ati1 Off Rec, 
Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 
Gispox, Grorcr Dopps, Bishop Auckland, Plumber May 
9at3 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
Greaves, G T, late Cockspur st, Journalist May 9 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Harris, Baryett, Bristol, C r May 17 at 12.30 Off 
k chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
ange rvs, Tuomas, Welton, in Midsomer Nerton, Somer- 
set, Ca wd May 17 at 1 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 
Cora st, Bristo 
Jones, Prrer — ELL, a Fruit Salesman May 15 at 
3.45 Royal Hotel, Rh yl 
Jowett, Smitn, Bradford, Cabinet Maker May 12 at 11 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
LayToy, Euurs, Birmingham, Draper May 15 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Lee, Watrer Caarves, Luton, Beds, Straw Hat Blocker 
May 2% at11 Court house, Luton 
Manassas Wituiam, Tomas, Bristol Baker May 17 at 12 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
anemn Hargett, Worcester, Widow May 10 at 10.30 
Off Ree, Worcester 
Martiy, James, Falmouth, Baker May 10 at 12.30 Of 
, Boscawen st, Truro 
More, Beytiey, 8t Keverne, Cornwall, Gent May 9 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Payxuurst, Mary, Newcastle under Lyme, Fish Dealer 
May 10 at 11.15 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 
Payne, Geornce WATER, Folkestone, Baker May 12 at 9 
Off Ree, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 
Pric . CuaRves, Hookagate Salop, Build-r May 12 at 4 | 
Ree, Talbot ch Shrewsbu: 
eeameeae Euy, Arlington Bibury, Glos, Baker May 10 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 32, High st, Swindon 


Quaire, Tuomas Janes, Folkestone May 12 at 9.30 Off | 


Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 
seer * CHARLES, 8t Cross, Winchester, Miller May 10 at 3 
Ree, 4, East st, Southampton 





| 
| 


| 
Re b. Tomas, Blackburn, Licensed Victualler May 10 at | 


2 County Court house, Blackburn 

Rice, E W, Thamesfield, Bray, Berks May 10 at 3 Off | 
Rec, 95, Temple chambers, Temple avenue 

Rotre, Avserr, Linton, .nr Maidstone, Schoolmaster | 
gf 12 at 12.30 Off Rec, Week st, Maidstone 


Rose, Bens Amin, Trowbridge, Wilts, Carpenter May 10 at | 


12.30 Off Rec, Bank chambe.s, ‘Corn st, Bristol 

Simpson yr Blackhill, co Durham, Iaspector of Buildings 
May 1 0 at11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane Newcastle on 

me 

Sxercu, Heyry Bott, Wood-ide, Cwmbran, Mon, Builder 
May 9 at 12 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chambers, 
Newport, Mon 

Sommers, Anruur Eowix, Worcester, Publican May 15 at 
1030 “Off Rec, Worcest er 

Spink, Henry, Leeds, Fruit Merchant May 10at11 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Broxes, Waseem, Worcester, Coal Merchant May 13 at | 
10.30 Off Rec, Worcester 

Bruoxo, Ropexrt, bristol, Cornbroker May 10 at 12 Off 

Rec, Bank chambers, Corn st, Bristol 

Vixc eNT, WIL LIAM JAMES, Clapham Park rd, Surrey, Groc2r 
May 10 at 11.30 Railway approach, London Bridge 

Warsox, Wittiam, Leeds, Newsagent, May 10at12 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Werca, Josern, and Wittiam Joux Wencu, B dmin, 
Cornwall, Grocers May 9 at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, 
Truro 

Wivpsor, Jaurs Sarru, Birkdale, Lancs, Launderers Agent 
May 10 at2 Off Ree, 35, V ictoria st, Liverpool 

ADJ UDIC J\ATIONS. 

Betton, Wittiam Atraep, High st, ——- Tobacconist 
High Court Pet Mar20 Ord April | 

Berry, Tuomas Cuarves, Frindsbury, nr "Rochester, Baker 
Rochester Pet April 25 Ord April 27 

Brewerroys, Benxsamin, Middlesborough, ng Keeper 
Middlesborough Pet April 28 Ord April 28 


| 





Buck, James Tayior, Knaresborough, Yorks, late Grocer 
York Pet Seas 28 Ord a 28 


Hem, , Jaa, 5 eee Moxhant His Cont Pet Mar 


intending 
Houses which they have for Sale. a on applica- | 
tion. Derveyaam Valuations attended to. 


Crarxe, Georce Frepericx, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Hair- 
= Assistant Ipswich Pet April * Ord 

‘on sinoeny,. nee, Rovsien. Herts, Grocer Cambridge 

Cones Joun ree eae ft — a Haste, late oan 

Fisuer, Emrty Jang, Court vee Family Grocer Nexth- 
allerton Pet April 26 Ord * ~ 27 

Foster, Aurrep, and Samvet Foster, Newark upon 
Trent, Grocers a weg een Pet Aprili1 Ord April 
3 


a Baan Seareane, a eg be ay Finchley, 


an Joun 
Dealer Durham Pet April 20 “Ord a a7 
Hoper, Joun ALBERT hs ye Broadway, Crouch End, 
pe 28 Ord April 23 
Howst, Henry fal Gael =e Market Gardener 
Cheltenham Pet A) 


Jongs, Ernest Powe, wines => Davin, Swan- 
rea, Proprietors Swansea Pet April 8 Ord 
A 

JowetTT, eure Bradford, Cabinet Maker Bradford Pet 
April 27 Ord April 27 


Lawrence, Frepertcxk WI.iian, er, = 
Butcher’s Tredegar Pet April 26 
April 29 

Lewis, Jenxyy, Treorkey, Glam, aipaeen Victualler 
Pontypridd "Pet April 28 Ord April 

tpt Oriental Merchant Liverpool 
Pet April12 Ord 


Ropes, Freep, Du PTT Bradford, Cabinet Maker 
Bradford Pet April 28 Ord A: 

Rosertson, Cuarurs, Liverpool, nuilder Liverpool Pet 
Mar 20 Ord A 28 

Rocers, Ys ~ st, Pore. ov Box Turner 
High Court Pet Mar Ord April 

es GeoncE, tell Glam, eon Pontypridd 
Pet April 27 Ord April 28 

Sroxes, Wiiu1am, Worcester, Coal Merchant Worcester 

Ord April 25 


Maywon, Leon, 


Pet April 19 
Strone, esune, Bristol, Corn Broker Bristol Pet April 
21 Ord April 29 





Vincent, Saran Ayn, Colchester, i Postmistress Col- 
chester Pet April 27 he - fay oh 

| Watxze, Watrter, Lorne g Regent’s Park, Inventor 
High Court Pet Mar 2 Tord Ane ar 

Wess, ym Ipswich, Grocer Ipswich Pet April 27 
Ord April 27 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
| May 9.—Messrs, E. & H. Lumuey, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o'clock, ve in Gresham Life Office see advertisement, 
April 15, 15, p- 4) 
| May 10. essrs. Epwin Fox & Bovsrievp, at the Mart, 
= vil at 2 = Ground Lease (see advertisement, 


22 

May 10. 3, pt): Faresrotuer, Exvuis, Crarx, & Co., at 
the Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Estate (see adver- | 
tisement, ” April 22, p. 4). 

| 11,—Mesars. GuasiEn & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 

clock, Freehold Ground Rents (see adv ertisement, this | 
woth, p. 468). 

May 12.—Messrs. Baker & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o-" Investments (see advertisement, this week, p 
468 

May 12.—Messrs. Seorave, Browert, & Taytor, at the 
Mart, E E.C., Reversions & Life Policy (see advertisement, 


April ~ jpn Sn 447). 
Ma: ‘Beorav ge, Braowert, & Tayvor, at the 

at E.C., Life Policies (see Advertisement, April 29, 
p. 447). 


eas paces AES -_ 





Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 





age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtcrrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound 


at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law caly, | 
_ 5s. 6d. 


ESSRS. H. GROGAN & OO., 101, Park- | 
street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
Purchasers to the many attractive West-End 


| oars 


NORFOLK and SUFFOLK. 
ee -— S ceete Rettentint and noted 


WY ewer DRIVER ry. 00. are instructed 


Trustees of J. L. Esq., deceased, 
to 0 R to AUCTION, - TUESDAY, 30th MAY, 
at TWO o'clock the above Fr 

OLD RESIDENTIAL TE. 


SPORTING and F: 

BS chaste Seve Ses 1} from 

and from Lowestoft, and one hour 

N oo estate of 1,758 acces, in a ring fence 

princi ME gm Touma one oak sized 

one 

Sita come ota fty billiard room 18 

sich road roms and os. A “triage drive, 
an en car. 

through a c! y timbered and uni vark st 

~— 200 acres, Ao ite g grandly-tinbered 


* Solici' 
court, Charing-cross ; of . Read, Land 
a ame Driver & Co., Auctioneers, No. 4, Whitehall: 

on. 





cITY. 


Freehold Business Soetem, let pan Seose at a rent of £190, 
vestment. 
ESSRS. E tis & & SON are Giected to 
SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, FRIDAY, 
MAY 26th, at TWO precisely, the FREEHOLD PRE- 
MISES, No. 33, Al situa- 


yh eight seems cn Se Seer pees Somes, 
ee ae, & S -8 th (Out- 
fitter) for dems of MA poate tome Bile huelmas, 1887, at a 


rent of £190 per ~ ~-_ 
with plan and condition: of sale, 
of ey opr A & Ellis, Solicitors, Watford 


Mart; and Ellis & Son, Auctionsers ead 
pt 45, ht Ec. 


ISLINGTON. 
Extensive arertealt i Macafestarine | Fenion, opposite the 


Possession, 
MEsses. ELLIS & SON are directed by 
the Executors of the late T. Rowland 





SELL by pat aa at the . pat on FRIDAY may 


| 26th, at T , the F. ag 3 MAN' UFAC- 
TURING PRE wa as Chariton Works (recently 


Messrs. ; 
Builders), situate in t Meer, Bryoown Bron Isling~ 


idence. 
ybo halal teem” with and conditions of sale, 
of Messrs. Hughes, Hooker, Buttanshaw, & Co., 


Budge-row, Cannon-street ; 
re ok Bib & Son, Anctionews | on Bawa 
$5, Fenchurchestreet, Ci 


\ ESSRS. ae W. MANN & SON, 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 
AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


Rost. W. Mayy, F.8.1., Taomas R. Rawsom, F.8.1. 
J. Baesnaw Maxx, F.8.1., W. H. Mawn), 


Bolte 








=usT. 1a8s48s. 


Te GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ST. MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, E.0O. 
WEST END BRANOH-2, WATERLOO PLACE, 8.W. 


ANNUAL INCOME EXCEEDS 


ASSETS EXCEED 


PAYMENTS UNDER POLICIES EXCEED 


~ «= £015,000 
“ 5,000,000 
10,500,000 





G&S THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE in LIFE ASSURANCE which the SOCIETY docs not FURNISH CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and PROFITABLE 


Policies 
Annuities of all kinds granted. 


Indispu table afte & Wewmxss. 
Rates fixed on the most favourable 


terms. 
THOMAS G. ACKLAND, F. 
JAMES H. SCOTT, » TAs P88, Actuary and Manager 
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THUKSDAY NEXT.—EAST DULWICH. 
Valuable Freehold Ground-Rents, with reversions. 
ESSRS. GLASIER & SONS will SELL 
by AUCTION, at the MART, City, on THURS- 
DAY NEXT, lith MAY, at TWO o’clock, valuable FREE- 
HOLD GROUND-RENTS, amounting to £200 per annum, 
— upon 64 attractive brick and stone-built 
pri 





residences and four shops, situate in Melbourne- 
proves Litcote-grove, and Blackwater-street rdship- 
‘also about 2} acres of Building Land adjoining, 
partly built upon, let at a peppercorn, with reversions 
to the rack rentals. 
Particulars may be had of Messrs. Burton, Yeates, & 
Hart, Solicitors, 23, Surrey-street, Victoria Embankment ; 
at the Mart; and of the Auctioneers, 6, Spring-gardens, 
Charing-cross, 8.W. 


THURSDAY NEXT.—CITY of LONDON. 
Freehold Ground-Rents, amounting to £330 per annum, 
amply secured upon six substantially-built and well- 
lighted 
reversions in 64 years to the rack-rentals estimated at 
£1,060 per annum. To be SOLD by AUCTION, by 
ESSRS. GLASIER & SONS, at the 
MART, on THURSDAY NEXT, MAY lith, at 
TWO o'clock, in Six Lots, as under : 





Ground-rent. —— 

No. 18, Devonshire-street wr ee £180 
~~ 2 Ditto “f 18 180 
eo & Ditto ; ey on 190 
» 12, Ditto ia ee 180 
» 10, » Ditto . @& 160 
» & Ditto a ae 160 

Totals ” £330 £1,050 


Particulars of Messrs. Burton, Yeates, & Hart, Solicitors, 
23, Surrey-street, Victoria Embankment, W.C.; at the 
Mart; and of the Auctioneers, 6, Spring-gardens, 8.W. 


PINNER, N.W. 

The important Freehold Estate known as Antoneys, in- 
cluding the ruins of this well-known residence, recently 
burnt down, and which at a comparatively small outlay 
could be reconstructed to modern tastes. It is situate 
only a few minutes’ walk from both the Metropolitan and 
L. and N.-Western Railway Stations, and is therefore 
within 25 minutes by rail of London. It comprises al- 
together an area of 11 acres, cf which 8} acres are pasture 
and the remainder pleasure grounds and gardens, ‘aid 
out with exquisite taste and adorned by luxuriant trees 
and umbrageous shrubs and evergreens. There are 
glasshouses, stabling, a picturesque lodge, and all the 
a of a omy gentleman’s establishment, 
and a fart of the land, if desired, might without detri- 
ment to the residential portion be developed for building 


Pp ° T r , na 
ESSRS. HUMBERT, SON, & FLINT 
are instructed to OFFER the above desirable 
FREEHOLD PROPERTY for SALE by AUCTION, at 
the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., in One Lot, on TUES- 
DAY, MAY 16, 1893, at TWO o'clock precisely (unless 
previously dis of privately). 

—- of C. Harrington Moore, Esq., Solicitor, 
5, ord-row, W.C.; at the place of sale; and of the 
Auctioneers, 11, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C., and 
Watford, Herts. 


FOREST HILL, BETHNAL GREEN, and QUEENS- 
LAND. 
To Trustees and Others. , 
MBS. BAKER & SONS will SELL 
by AUCTION the following excellent INVEST- 
MENTS, at the MART, E.C., on FRIDAY, MAY 12, at 


TWO: 
FOREST HILL. 

By order of Executrix of C. W. Todd, Esq.—in One Lot. 
-~-Freehold Building Property, being the final portion of 
the Perry Vale Estate, eight minutes from Forest-hill and 
15 minutes from Catford Stations, comprising seven acres, 

ully ripe for immediate development.—Vendor’s Solicitors, 
Messrs. Church, Rendell, Todd, & Co., 9, Bedford-row, W.C. 
BETHNAL GREEN, 

In 25 Lots.—Excellent Freehold and Leasehold Invest- 
ments, producing £1,250 per annum, arising from 55 houses 
and shops, in Bethnal-green-road, Camden-street, Jersey- 
street, Grove-street, (irove-place, Canrobert-street, and 
Wolverly-street.— Vendor's Solicitors, Messrs. Reed & 
Reed, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-street, E,C. 

QUEENSLAND. 

In One Lot.—By order of the Trustees for the Debenture 
Holders of the Durham and Lord Byron Amalgamated 
Gold Mining Company (Limited).—All that valuable pro- 
perty known as the Durham Mine, in the district of 
Etherigde, in the colony of Queensland, containing about 
10 acres, together with water right and machine area and 
other easements belonging to the Durham and Lord Byron 
Amalgated Gold Mining Company; also the winding 
plant, machinery, and other effects, including six Robey 
engines, two Marshall’s engines, the battery with 20 heads 
stamps, concentrators, pans, pumps, fixtures, and other 
implements, loose materials and effects.—Vendor’s Solici- 
tors, Messrs. Francis & Johnson, 26, Austin Friars, E.C. 

Particulars may be had of the respective Solicitors; and 
of the Auctioneers, 11, Queen Victoria-street, E.C. 
| hegre nny GROUND-RENT Wanted, 

for a large fund; 27 to 28 years’ purchase will be 
given for well-secured parcels; also Leasehold from 20 to 
raf aed purchase.—Apply to Messrs. E. O. Preston & Cv., 
4, Tokenhouse-buildings, Bank of England, London. 
REEHOLD GROUND-RENTS paying 5 
_ per cent. and 4} per cent. clear, on well-secured Pro- 
perties; sums required from £600 to £4,000. outlay ; safe as 
Con: ols.—Particulars by post of D., 40, Ladbroke-grove, W. 


warehouses in Devonshire-street, Bishopsgate- | 
street, covering an area of about 3,500ft., with valuable | 


SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1893. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
| that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Lises, 
| Building Land, Ground-Rents, Ad , Rev 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties will be held at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as follows :— 





Tues., May 9 Tues., June27 | Tues., Aug. 15 
Tues., May 16 Tues., July 4 | Tues., Aug. 22 
Tues., May 30 Tues., July 11 Tues., Oct. 3 
Tues., June 6 | Tues., July 18 Tues., Oct, 17 
Tues., June 13 | Tues., July 25 Tues., Oct. 31 


Tues., Aug. 1 Tues., Nov. 14 
| Tues. Aug.S | Tues., Dec. 5 

Auctions can also be held on other days, in town or 
country, by arrangement. Messrs. De m, Tewson, 
Farmer, & Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 
for Probate and other purposes, of Furniture, Pictures, 
Farming Stock, Timber, &c. 

DETAILE LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, Estates, 
Sporting Quarters, Residences, Shops, and Business Pre- 
mises to be Let or Sold by private contract are published on 
the ist of each month, and can be obtained of Messrs. 
Debenham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, Estate Agents, 
Surveyors, and Valuers, 80, Oheapside, London, E.C. Tele- 
| phone No. 1,503. 


| SANDFELS, REIAGTE. 
A capital Freehold Residence, most beautifully situated 
about a mile from town and station, well screened to the 
north, but with extensive views to the south, containing 
three reception rooms and eight bed rooms ; with stabling 
and cottage and about 2} acres of land. 
Rogge JOHN LEES & BURCHELL 
4 are instructed to SELL by AUCTION, at the 
MART, London, on THURSDAY, 25th MAY, at ONE 
precisely, the above charmi: PROPERTY, offering a 
desirable opportunity to a gentleman to acquire a residence 
in this well-known neighbourhood. 

Particulars may be had of Messrs. Lyne & Holman, 
Solicitors, 5 & 6, Great Winchester-street, E.C.; and of 
Messrs. John Lees & Burchell, 17, Wool Exchange, 
Coleman-street, E.C., and Reigate. 


TINK0 TRUSTEES, INVESTORS, and 

CAPITALISTS.—To be Sold, a very fine Freehold 
Ground-Rent of £1,225 per annum; abundantly secured 
upon a modern Block of Offices in Old Jewry, City of 
London; Rack Rentals about £3,050 per annum. The 
investment is well adapted for trustees; price 25} years’ 
purchase.—Apply to Messrs. Jones, Lane, & Co., 3, King- 
street, Cheapside, E.C, 


r¥\O SOLICITORS and Others.—Lincoln’s- 

inn-fields (No. 63).—Two fine Suites of Offices on 
entrance floor of fine new building, each of four good 
Rooms and Strong Room ; rents £170 and £210 respectively, 
including rates and taxes.--Apply on premises or to Messrs. 
Cuapwick, Surveyors, 17, Parliament-street. 


'MRUST MONEYS.—To Solicitors, Trustees, 
- and others who have Trust Moneys against first- 
class Securities, such as Freeholds and Leaseholds, in this 
country ; please state amount offered and interest required, 
whether on freehold, leasehold or otherwise.—M. Lzoy, 
Mortgage Broker, Broad-street-avenue, London. E.C 


was TED, CLERKSHIP, with view to 

v rf wepcon 3 | in Conveyancing Office by a Youn 
Solicitor ; has good knowledge of Conveyancing and genera 
office routine; excellent references; salary moderate.— 
Address J. R., care of Messrs. 8. Wise & Son, Solicitors, 
Ripon, Yorks. 


Tues., June 20 





7 ANTED.—Conveyancing Clerkship in an 
_. old-established office (with plenty of work) by 
admitted man, age 25; Inter. LL.B. 


Chancery-lane, W.C. 

N R. UTTLEY, Solicitor, continues to 
y rapidly and successfully PREPARE CANDIDATES, 
orally and by post, for the SOLICITORS’ and BAR 
PRELIMINARY, INTERMEDIATE, and FINAL, and 
LL.B. Examinations. Terms from £1 1s. per month. 
Mayy Pupits HAVE TAKEN Hoxouns.—For further par- 
ticulars, and copies of “* Hints on Stephen’s Commentaries ”’ 
and “Hints on Criminal Law,’ address, 17, Brazennose- 
street, Albert-square, Manchester. 


Correspondence for Solicitors’ Intermediate, Final, 
and Honours, Intermediate Laws, LL.B. and LL.D. London, 
Bar Exams, and Inns of Court Studentships and Scholar- 
ships, by a Doctor of Laws of London University (1st in 1st 
Class Honours Intermediate, 3rd in Honours LL.B.). This 
method is more thorough and effective than Oral prepara- 
tion, since a complete record is made of the student’s whole 


ample notes on all important points. A great saving of 
time is effected, and the system is therefore ipvaleakie to 
those who have only a few hours in the evening to devote 
to mace fg exams.—For further particulars and terms 
— No. 100, ‘‘ Solicitors’ Journal” Office Chancery- 
ane, W.C. 


A BARRISTER-AT-LAW Prepares Can- 
re didates for the Solicitors’ Intermediate, Final, and 





chambers or by Co mdence; individual tutiion.— 





inn, 





' md., 1893; now in | 
chambers of conveyancing counsel of high position ; London | 
preferred.—_Write Z., “ Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, | 


L4¥ EXAMINATIONS.—Preparation by | 


Hvunours Examinations ; also for the Bar Examinations, in | 


| yard, Coleman-street, E.C, 


course of work, with careful revision and corrections, and | To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the | 


[LAY FIRE INSURANCE SOCIETY, 
114, Cuancery-Lane, Loxpox, 
April 17th, 1893. 





Notice is Hereby Given that the AnnuatL GENERAL 
Meetine of the Shareholders of the Law Fire Insur- 
ANCE Socrery will be held at the Socrery’s Hovsz, Cuan- 
CERY-LANE, on Tuespay, the 9th day of Muay next, to elect 
Eight Directors in the room of the like number of Directors 
who go out by rotation; to elect Three Auditors in the 
— of the like number who retire; and for General 


e Chair will be taken at One o’clock precisely. 

The Accounts of the Society, with the Auditors’ Report 
upon them, may be inspected — Shareholders for 14 
days previously to the Annual Meeting, and during one 
month after it. 

The following Directors retire by rotation, are eligible, 
and with the exception of Mr. Broughton offer themselves 
for re-election : 

Howard William Broughton, Esq., John Moxon Clabon, 
Esq., Richard Mills, Esq., Frederick Peake, Esq., a 

, Esq., Edward Lee Roweliffe, Esq., Sir Arnold 
William White, Spencer Croughton Wilde, Esq., Romer 
Williams, Esq. 

The Auditors retiring are : 

John Henry Hortin, Esq., William Tanner Neve, Esq. 
Charles Robert Roberts West, Esq., who are cligible, and 
offer themselves for re-election, and Octavius Leefe, Esq., 
who does not desire to be re-elected. 

Also that an Extraordinary Generul Meeting will be held 
at the place aforesaid immediately after the termination 
of the Annual General Meeting, to elect Two Directors in 
the room of Bartle John Laurie Frere, Esq., and of Sir 
Henry Fox Bristowe, deceased, and Two additional Direc- 
tors in accordance with the provisions of the Society’s Deed 
of Settlement, and an Auditor in the room of Octavius 
Leefe, Esq. 

The Candidates for the vacant seats at the Board are 
Charles Whitbread Graham, Octavius Leefe, Frederic 
Parker Morrell, and William Nocton, Esqrs., and for the 
vacant Auditorship, James Frederick Burton, Esq. 

By order of the Board, 
GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, Secretary. 


PROVIDENT LIFE OFFICE. 
FOUNDED 1806. 
50, REGENT STREET, LONDON, W. 
Crry Brancu—14, CORNHILL, E.C. 


FINANCIAL “POSI TION. 
EXISTING ASSURANCES . ° ° + £7,548,589 
INVESTED FUNDS. ° ° . « %,734,180 
ANNUAL INCOME . ° ° ° . 336,237 
CLAIMS & SURRENDERS PAID . + 9,604,077 
BONUSES DECLARED exceed ° + 3,260,000 
Claims paid on Proof-of Death and Title. 
Equitable Division of Profits. Li 1 Surrender-Values. 
Enlarged Free Limits of Foreign Residence and Travel. 
Endowment Assurances with Profits. se 
Half-Credit System Policies. Non-forfeitable Policies. 
Intermediate Bonuses. 
Special Advantages to the Naval and Military Professions. 





Further Information on Application. 
CHARLES STEVENS, Actuary & Secretary. 
Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL uiysvurancz company 
umuireD. FIRE, 
Established 1803. 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funds £1,600,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 
THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(ESTABLISHED 1828), 
Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal 


Property, and Life Interests, and Llafe Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities.—17, King’s 








EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Setst MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR .QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. . 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Towm) 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. : 


Address Lex, 2nd Floor North, 13, Old-square, cseaaieed 94, CH AN CER Y LANE, LONDON, ; 
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